Executive receptivity to change: a dispositional perspective. by Chan, Yin Lee Maureen. & Chinese University of Hong Kong Graduate School. Division of Business Administration.
Executive Receptivity to Change : A Dispositional Perspective 
by 
Chan Yin Lee, Maureen 
( 陳 燕 琍 ） 
MASTER OF PHILOSOPHY THESIS 
Presented to 
The Graduate School 
In Partial Fulfilment 
of the Requirements for the Degree of 
MASTER OF PHILOSOPHY 
Faculty ofBusiness Administration 
The Chinese University ofHong Kong 
June 1998 
i^ ^^ ^ 
r ( 1 6 j y ^ ^ ^ ^ | 
\ 叙 UNIVERSITY““yM/J 
WsUBRARY S Y S T ^ ^ ^^^^ 
. ^ 
Acknowledgements 
The completion ofthis study cannot be done without the help and support of 
my professors, classmates, family members and many of my friends. 
I would like to express my deepest gratitude to my thesis supervisor, Prof. Lau 
Chung Ming, who not only helped formulating and refining the ideas in this study, but 
also gave me much encouragement throughout the whole course of my work. 
I would also like to thank Prof. David Ahlstrom and Prof. Johnny Wan, who 
are members of the thesis committee, for valuable comments on the thesis. 
Special thanks should be given to my classmates who shared thoughts with me 
and many of my friends who helped me in the data collection process. 
ii 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
TABLE OF CONTENTS ii 
APPENDICES iii 
LIST OF TABLES iv 
LIST OF FIGURES v 
ABSTRACT vi 
Chapter 
1. titroduction 1 
n. Theory and hypotheses 7 
Dispositional perspective - arguments and findings 7 
Dispositional variables related to change orientation 16 
Moderating effect of demographic characteristics -
age and tenure 24 
Change experience and receptivity to change 29 
ni. Research Method 31 
Samples and procedures 31 
Measures and instruments 34 ‘ 
Statistical power 50 
Analysis strategy 50 
YV. Results 54 
Means, standard deviation and correlation 55 
Regression results 56 
Hypotheses testing results 62 
Actual organizational change and change experience 70 
V. Discussions 72 
Limitations 78 





Appendix A Frequency table of age 96 
Appendix B Frequency table of industry tenure 97 
Appendix C The questionnaire 98 
Appendix D Standardized residual plot 106 
Appendix E Normal probability plot: standardized residuals 107 
iv 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table 1 Descriptive statistics of research sample 33 
Table 2 Items for receptivity to change 38 
Table 3 Different types of organizational changes 40 
Table 4 Reliabilities of the scales of independent variables 47 
Table 5 One-way analysis of variance testing of 
demographic data 51 
Table 6 Means, standard deviations, and correlations 
of independent and dependent variables 55 
Table 7 Results ofhierarchical regression analysis ofthe 
dispositional variables on receptivity to change with 
interaction with age and industry tenure 56 
Table 8 Results ofhierarchical regression analysis ofthe 
dispositional variables on receptivity to change with 
interaction with age 58 
Table 9 Results ofhierarchical regression analysis of the 
dispositional variables on receptivity to change with . 
interaction with industry tenure 60 
Table 10 Results ofhypotheses 69 
Table 11 Regression results of weighted scale of favorable level 
and different change categories on receptivity to change 71 
V 
LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure 1 The conceptual model 29 
Figure 2 Graphical presentation of interaction between 
risk-taking and age. • 62 
Figure 3 Graphical presentation of interaction between 
tolerance of ambiguity and age 63 
Figure 4 Graphical presentation of interaction between 
external locus of control and age 64 
Figure 5 Graphical presentation of interaction between 
external locus of control and industry tenure 65 
Figure 6 Graphical presentation of interaction between 
social-oriented achievement motivation (SOAM) 
and industry tenure 66 
vi 
Abstract 
Organizational changes are always considered a strategic issue to sustain 
organizational effectiveness while executives are prominent figures in affecting 
changes. However, they are not uniformly open-minded towards change. There are 
a lot of literature on identifying determinants to organizational changes and most 
researchers focus on observable variables such as those demographic ones. For 
instance, Hambrick, Geletkanycz and Fredrickson (1993) explored executives' 
psychological orientation in terms of commitment to status quo, which used tenure, 
organizational performance and environmental discretion to predict change 
orientations. This study thus continues the research on psychological orientation in 
terms of executives' receptivity to organizational changes. The dispositional 
perspective, though much criticised, has revealed some encouraging findings which 
worth further exploration, ki this study, a dispositional perspective has been taken 
into discussing determinants of receptivity to changes. It provides a more direct • 
explanation to psychological orientation of managers while demographic variables are 
considered as moderators. 
Four dispositional variables, risk-taking propensity, tolerance of ambiguity, 
locus of control and achievement motivation are identified from change literature and 
found to be consistent over time and situations. Age and industry tenure are identified 
as moderators. Four hypotheses are proposed to test the main effects of the four 
dispositional variables on receptivity to change. Four other hypotheses are proposed 
to test the moderating effects of age and industry tenure between the four dispositional 
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variables and receptivity to change. An empirical study was carried out with data 
collected from working managers. There are 215 valid returned questionnaires. The 
response rate is 49%. Hierarchical multiple regression analysis is carried out to study 
the dispositional main effect and demographic moderating effect. 
It is found that there is a significant positive relationship between risk-taking 
propensity and receptivity to change even when it is interacting with age. 
Furthermore, the interaction effect ofrisk-taking propensity and locus of control with 
age account significantly for the variation of receptivity to change ofmanagers. Locus 
ofcontrol and achievement motivation are significantly interacting with industry 
tenure in affecting receptivity to change. Tolerance of ambiguity is found to be 
significantly interacting with age but the form of relationship is inconsistent for high 
and low level of tolerance of ambiguity. This is an area worth further exploration. 
This study confirms the importance of dispositional effect in explaining receptivity to * 
change and also establishes the significant relationship between dispositional and 
demographic theories. Li practical aspect, managers, responsible for human resources 
fUnctions，should consider the effects ofboth dispositional and demograhic factors in 
understanding the psychological orientation or ultimately the behaviours of 
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Many research findings indicate that organizational change is necessary to 
sustain organizational effectiveness (Frohman, 1997; Grimm & Smith，1991; 
-Wiersema & Bantel’ 1992). What accounts for organizational inertia and changes, 
either incremental or radical, large or small scale are continuously studied. Udy 
(1959), in his comparative research, indicated that environmental uncertainty 
increased when organizational environments were changing and heterogeneous. The 
same situation is happening in Hong Kong when political and business environments 
are changing rapidly with the handover on 1st of July 1997. These environmental 
changes bring along uncertainty and ambiguous situations. Structurally, many firms 
have undergone downsizing or reorganizing in order to streamline their operations 
and to be more efficient. Many new strategic alliances have developed in recent 
years. Hong Kong was the top Asian target for merger and acquisition activity in 
1996 (Economic Daily Journal, 1997). Not only that the magnitude of change is 
intensified, but the types of changes also increase. Li this new era, organizational 
change becomes a necessary strategic issue that helps organizations adapt to the 
environmental change momentum. 
Changing environment may lead to declining performance of organizations if 
prompt realignment of the fit between strategy and structure fails to occur. 
According to the rational lens perspective on strategic change, environmental 
conditions directly influence changes in the content of strategy through a deliberate 
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analysis ofstrategic alternatives. However, Rajagopalan & Spreitzer (1996) argued 
that this perspective offers little guidance to managers seeking to intervene in the 
change process to enhance effectiveness. It is found that changes in organizational 
conditions (e.g., declining performance) trigger managerial actions (e.g. information 
gathering) (Rajagopalan & Spreitzer，1996; Simons, 1994). A well known premise 
in the literature on organizational change is that members will not be receptive to 
change unless they are dissatisfied with the current situation (Kimberly & Quinn， 
1984). Several scholars have suggested that managerial actions are predicted upon 
management's beliefs about what the environment is like (Jackson & Dutton, 1988; 
Walsh, 1988). Lau (1992) found that in Hong Kong most organization 
development interventions occurred at the top management level. It was thus not 
surprising for the focus to be on organisational-wide improvement activities. All 
these reflect the significant role of managers on organizational changes. Hage and 
Dewar (1973), who studied values, found that executive's attitudes toward 
innovation were associated with subsequent levels of organizational innovation. The 
managerial effect on organizational changes offers more direct explanations to * 
organizational changes since changes cannot be actualized without people taking 
actions. 
There is, nevertheless, a growing concem on the importance of a strategic 
leadership to organizational change (Hambrick, Geletkanycz & Fredrickson，1993; 
Nadler & Tushman，1989). Hambrick et al. (1993) reviewed the evidence that top 
executives are not uniformly open-minded towards change and top executives seem 
to figure prominently in an organization's propensity for either inertia or change. 
Top executives seem to play a very crucial role in predicting and explaining 
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organizational changes. Strategic choice advocates, argue that people, not 
organizations, make decisions and that the decisions depend on prior processes of 
human perceptions and evaluation (Child, 1972). These processes are believed to be 
constrained by managerial orientation created by needs, values, experiences, 
expectations, and cognitions ofthe manager (Child, 1972; Montanari, 1978). t i 
order to understand organizational change more fully, it is worth to trace along 
managerial psychological orientation through their needs, values, experiences or -
expectations. Pettigrew, FerIie and Mckee (1992) suggested that the concept of 
receptivity is important for assessing the role of context in aiding or inhibiting 
change. Receptivity to change, according to Wiersema (1992), suggests an openness 
to premise pursuing different business approaches, which is essential to strategic 
change. The general term receptivity specifies the extent to which the context shows 
openness or responsiveness to change. 
A variety ofresearch studies have shown that certain demographic variables 
can be linked to individual's receptivity to change (e.g. Wiersema & Bantel，1992). . 
Several studies have found a link between long tenure and high commitment to status 
quo (Hambrick et al., 1993; Steven, Beyer, & Trice，1978). Receptivity to change 
and commitment to status quo can be said to fall on two opposite ends o f a 
psychological continuum. According to Hambrick et al. (1993)，commitment to 
status quo refers to the belief in the enduring correctness ofcurrent policies and 
profiles，resulting in less organizational changes. Whether this psychological 
orientation has any direct effect on organizational changes requires further studies. 
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Hambrick and Mason (1984) argued that top managers act on the basis of 
their psychological orientations, values, cognitions and beliefs. However, these 
psychological factors，though significant, are rarely studied or measured (Hambrick 
et al., 1993). tistead, many researchers use easily observable demographic 
variables (e.g. age, functional background, educational level, industry and 
organizational tenure), organizational contextual variables (e.g. age, size) and 
• environmental characteristics (e.g. dynamic or static, high or low industry discretion) 
to explain the different forms, scales or magnitude of changes. However, these 
observable variables may represent only proxies for underlying cognitive or 
psychological orientation and may not fully capture the cognitive or dispositional 
variables of interest. Meanwhile, the findings of the effect of tenure is rather mixed. 
Hambrick et al. (1993) found that tenure was positively related to executive's 
commitment to status quo. Miller and Droge (1986) argued that CEO of moderate 
tenure might be more prompt in adapting and fostering frequent piecemeal and 
incremental changes. Wiersema and Bantel (1992) found that firms with very short 
top management team tenure (less than five years) had the least amount of strategic • 
change. The mixed findings of this demographic variables worth further exploration 
and explanations. 
It is thus the major objective of this study to explore the kinds ofdispositional 
variables that contribute to variation in the managerial psychological orientation of 
receptivity to change and how they are exerting their effect. Dispositions of 
executives may be the fundamental determinants of their initiating different kinds of 
organizational changes. They will offer more direct explanations to organizational 
development. This study also aims to identify and confirm dispositional variables 
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which specifically account for receptivity to change and to explore the reasons behind 
such relationship. The previous studies on demographic variables also contributed 
much to variations in executives' psychological orientation. Another objective of 
this study is to establish and explore the relationship between the dispositional traits 
and demographic characteristics of managers on their psychological orientation. 
Organizations require changes to align to changing environment to ensure 
their continuous success. The identification of determinants of organizational 
changes provides valuable information for facilitating organizational changes. 
Understanding the factors that deter managers from change would help organizations 
take positive steps to overcome the barriers. This study will offer a clearer picture as 
why some managers are more receptive to change while others are not when 
dispositions can explain some of the variation of change orientation of managers. 
It will widen the views and provide alternative explanations to the mixed findings of 
the effect of tenure in change orientation as described in previous paragraphs. It will 
provide more empirical support to the existing dispositional theory in organizational • 
change and will enhance the generalization power ofthis theory. The results will 
enrich existing dispositional theory and provide a link between dipsositional and 
demographic theories when their interaction relationship is found, hi the present 
changing environment ofHong Kong, it is a good opportunity to note the effect of 
dispositions on organizational change behaviour. 
A thorough review of relevant literature on dispositional perspective will be 
done to understand the nature ofdispositions. Relevant dispositional variables in 
organizational change literature will be identified for an empirical study in Hong 
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Kong. Hypotheses will be formed and empirical study will be carried out to test the 
effect of dispositions and demographic characteristics on receptivity to change. 
Dispositions are characteristics of individuals and thought to be psychological and 
are viewed as tendencies to respond to situations in predetermined manner (House, 
Shane & Herold，1996). In a broad sense, personality characteristics, attitudes, 
needs, and motives are dispositions, t i this study, the broad context ofdispositions 
is adopted. Dispositional variables identified from literature in this study will be • 
related to change orientation of managers. Receptivity refers to the openness of 
managers towards change. When a manager is more receptive to change, he will be 




THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 
Dispositional perspective - arguments and findings 
Dispositionalists argue that individuals possess unobservable mental states or 
•• dispositions that are relatively stable over time and that determine, at least to some 
extent, their attitudes and behavior in organizations (Weiss & Adler，1984). Kohn 
and Schooler (1982) suggested that individuals adjusted their cognitive style to their 
job demands while at the same time molded the job to fit their cognitive style. 
Dispositional characteristics appear to have an effect on organizationally relevant 
outcomes, controlling for situational and measurement effect (House, Howard, & 
Walker, 1991). Because dispositions are unobservable, their existence is to be 
inferred from intertemporal and intersituational consistency in observable behaviors 
and expressed attitudes (Davis-Blake & Pfeffer，1989). For studying the effect of 
dispositions, variables that are intertemporal and intersituational consistent should ‘ 
firstly be identified. 
It has been found that contextual factors like organization size, age and 
structure of organizations have been found to have effects on different aspects of 
strategic change, but the fmdings are equivocal. Organization size has been found to 
have positive (e.g. Zajac & Kraatz，1993) and negative effect (e.g. Fombrum & 
Ginsberg, 1990) on the likelihood of strategic change. Similar ambiguous effects 
have also been evident for organization age. Organization age increased the 
magnitude ofchange (Boeber, 1989) and the likelihood of change (Singh, House, & 
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Tucker, 1986). Similarly, when faced with the same environmental change, some 
organizations respond by changing their strategies, and other organizations do not. 
This apparent contradiction leads to the implications of the role that managers play in 
initiating strategic change. The findings in the studies ofPettigrew (1987) and Webb 
and Dawson (1991) indicated that managerial interpretations oforganizational 
conditions influenced the need for strategic change more directly from those 
objective measures. The dispositions and cognitions are two important personal 
factors that may explain more directly for the contradictory fmdings of the likelihood 
of strategic change. Ginsberg & Abrahamson (1991) indicated that there can be 
significant variations in managerial cognitions of similar environmental events. 
It has been well known for some time that dispositional effects are likely to be 
strongest in relatively weak situations and weakest in relatively strong situations 
(Bem & Funder，1978; Monson, Hesley, & Chemick，1982). There is a substantial 
amount of evidence that organizational settings are strong situations that have a large 
impact on individual attitudes and behavior ^Davis-Blake & Pfeffer，1989). Strong • 
situations, as mentioned in the study ofDavis-Blake and Pfeffer (1989)，refer to 
highly institutionized formal organizations that have become an institutionlized 
means of performing a wide variety of activities. Attitudes and behaviors inside 
formal organizations are also highly institutionalized and governed strictly. Some of 
the research on organizational culture also lead to strong situations of organizations 
which pose important effects on people's attitude and behavior (Schein, 1985; 
Wilkins & Ouchi，1983). Organizations undergo transformations, structural 
changes, cultural changes that leads to unstable, ambiguous and confusing states are 
in weak situations. 
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The strong situation argument has its limitations. It is based on the 
assumption that the environment provides unambiguous cues as to appropriate 
behaviors, but organizational transformations, structural changes and cultural 
changes are situations that are unstable and ambiguous for individuals. Besides, 
situations are not perceived similarly by all individuals. O'Reilly, Parlette and 
Bloom (1980) suggested that individual characteristics influence the perception of 
situations. This weakens the strong situation assumption. House et al. (1996) 
suggested that dispositions need not manifest themselves in all situations and may be 
thought as triggered by situations. Achievement motives and other potential 
explanations ofbehavior will become more or less salient when situations evoke 
them. It is important to note that not all individuals will respond in the same way to 
the same situational cues. Therefore, dispositions have their effect on individuals at 
varied levels. 
The dispositional approach also implies that individuals are stable and non- • 
adaptive, yet a growing body of research indicates that individuals are highly 
responsive and adaptive to organizational settings and that personality traits change 
in response to organizational situations (Davis-Blake & Pfeffer, 1989). However, it 
is found that old aged and long tenured individuals will be more committed to status 
quo in the same organizational settings and situations (e.g. Hambrick et al., 1993). 
It implies that other factors, like demographic characteristics, may interact with 
personality traits, leading to a change in personality traits in its outcome. It does not 
mean that the direct and steady effect of dispositions can be discounted at all. It has 
to be noted that there is the possibility that attitude changes may not persist over time 
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because of a tendency for satisfaction to return to an equilibrium state determined by 
one's affective disposition (Landy, 1978). t i both Kohn and Schooler's (1982) and 
House et al. (1991) studies, the vast majority of the individuals under study changed 
jobs and social networks. Their studies showed intertemporal correlations of 
dispositions and also met the requirement of cross-situational stability of 
dispositions. 
The research on organizational demography (McCain, O'Reilly, & 
Pfeffer,1983; Wagner, Pfeffer, & O'Reilly，1984) suggested that it is the network of 
relationship among individual, not merely the average level of any particular 
individual attribute, that accounts for organizational phenomena such as turnover. 
Davis-Blake and Pfeffer (1989) further argued for the idea that an organizational 
situation represents the individuals who comprise the situation is inconsistent with 
the evidence that relationships among individuals not merely the average level of any 
individual attribute, affect people's attitudes and behavior in organizations. 
Lawrence (1988) found comparable results for the effect that age has on attitudes. . 
Similarly, Kanter (1977) detailed the effects ofgroup composition on attitudes and 
behaviors, and Krackhardt and Porter (1986) illustrated the effects ofnetwork 
position. It seems possible that when individuals changejobs, the social influences 
in the newjob will be similar to the social influences in the oldjob. All these 
suggest nondispositional reasons whyjob satisfaction may be highly stable over time. 
Again, the existence of nondispositional factors which affect the attitudes or 
behavior of individuals does not mean that the dispositional variables do not have 
their effect at all. Kanter (1977) discussed the effects of group composition on 
attitudes and behaviors. He, in fact, pointed out that the effect of attitudes, part of 
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dispositions in our discussion, will be moderated by some nondispositional factors 
over time. 
There are also favorable findings for the effect of personality influence. The 
findings of Miller and Droge (1986) supported the notion of personality influence, 
although it might be due to the contingent nature of the conclusion. Holland's (1973) 
study of vocational Choice suggested that individuals seek out work environments 
that are consistent with their personality types. Staw, Nancy and Clausen (1986) 
stated that evidence of temporal stability provides at least a clue, if not evidence, that 
some dispositional forces may be operating on attitudes and behavior. Staw and 
Ross (1985) noted that a person'sjob satisfaction in 1966 was a significant predictor 
ofhis or herjob satisfaction in 1972，even when changes in occupational status, pay, 
occupation, and employer were controlled. Staw et al. (1986) took their study of 
Berkeley men from adolescence through late adulthood. They used clinical 
observations of the men's affective disposition in early adolescence and young 
adulthood to predict the men'sjob satisfaction later in life. The study presented the ' 
stability of dispositions at time of work. Nelson and Sutton (1990) found that 
distress symptoms at nine months after newcomers entered an organization were 
more strongly predicted by distress symptoms reported before entry into the 
organization than by work demands (situation) at six months after entry. It seems 
possible that psychological reactions of individuals to their settings (e.g. satisfaction) 
may be conditioned by individual characteristics. Kohn and Schooler (1983) 
reported two longitudinal studies of the effects ofjobs on persons and persons on 
jobs. McClelland (1965) presented facts that high need for achievement predisposes 
a young man to seek out entrepreneurial position in which he can, normally, attain 
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more of the achievement satisfactions he seeks than in other types of position. Staw, 
Bell and Clausen (1986) found a range of personal and interpersonal dimensions 
forming a coherent set of individual characteristics that retained its factor structure 
over time and that possessed some temporal stability (being statistically significant 
for up to 40-year intervals). Staw and Ross (1985) found stability injob attitudes 
over time and situation. It implies that some dispositional variables are rather strong 
and will not be easily moderated by other contextual factors while some will be 
weaker in its effect and will be easily affected by moderating factors. It is possibly 
true that dispositional variables vary in their permanency effect on individuals. 
Some researchers question the sources of the dispositions. Davis-Blake and 
Pfeffer (1989) argued that dispositionalists who posit the existence of attitudinal and 
behavioral inertia must develop arguments about how and why attitudes and behavior 
are unchanging. Although there is some evidence for a genetic basis for some 
general personality characteristics e.g. extraversion ( Rose, Koskenvuo, Kaprio, 
Sama, & Langinvainio, 1988; Tellegen, Lykken, Bouchard, Wilcox, Seagal, & Rich， • 
1988)，the evidence for a genetic basis for job attitudes is very limited. Although 
Davis-Blake and Pfeffer (1989) questioned the unchanging nature of dispostions, 
they did not at all refute against the possible impact of dispositions. They simply 
pointed out the problems in studying dispositions and the need for more studies to 
prove their effect. 
Li fact, more recently, it has been demonstrated that many traits have genetic 
origins. House et al. (1996)，in their review ofthe dispositional research, discussed 
that individuals are bom to have a proclivity to leam certain traits. The proclivity is 
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the innate capacity to be satisfied by certain kinds ofbehavior and experience. This 
innate capacity is referred as a need. Global traits then develop as a result of 
selective learning proclivities and social learning through association with 
pleasurable outcomes. Thus, people leam traits through life experiences, and what is 
leamed is guided by genetic predispositions to a substantial degree. Over time, 
individuals develop global traits. There is substantial evidence that global traits are 
socially leamed. Veroff (1969) found that the achievement motive is first manifested 
in children at about the age of five and can increase until the age of approximately 
twelve. Research on achievement motivation has demonstrated that the need for 
achievement becomes more salient when the situation cues such motives and their 
related behavior (McClelland, 1985). This indicated the interaction of situations but 
not disregarding the possibility of the direct effect of dispositions. The source of 
dispositions is not mystery any longer and many other researches reviewed above 
supported the predetermined nature of dispositions, which will affect individuals in 
the course of their life. 
Three meta-analyses also provide support for the predictive validity oftraits 
regarding organizational behavior. Hough, Eaton, Dunnette, Kamp and McCloy 
(1990) found that achievement correlated with education,job involvement, training, 
and nondelinquency. Monson, Hesley and Chemick (1982) have noted that 
personality is more predictive ofbehavior in ambiguous situations than in settings 
where role demands are so strong that behavior is extemally determined regardless of 
personal dispositions. However, there is enough ambiguity in mostjob situations to 
allow individuals to interpret the context in ways that fit their own dispositions. 
Research has shown substantial individual variation in the wayjobs are perceived, 
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even ifformaljob descriptions and tasks are relatively constant (O'Reilly, Parlette, 
& Bloom，1980). Mividuals will not enterjob contexts in blank states. They own 
predetermined dispositions. 
Pulakos and Schmitt (1983) demonstrated that preemployment expectations 
were a significant predictor ofsubsequentjob satisfaction. Bem and Allen (1974) 
noted that the behavior ofsome but not all individuals is consistent across situations. 
Off-the-shelf measures ofpersonality as well as easily collected demographic factors 
are usually added to surveys and experiments as moderating variable (Staw, Bel, & 
Clausen, 1986). However, there is not much thought given to the theoretical 
correspondence between dispositional variables and the organizational behavior they 
are intended to predict. Epstein (1979) noted that consistency can be increased 
dramatically with an increase in the number of observations as well as data 
aggregation. Consistency might also be high when the situation has remained 
constant or when the context is ambiguous enough to allow personal dispositions to 
be manifested. The predictive power due to the consistency nature of dispositions is ^ 
supported and other nondispositional variables should be considered as interacting 
the effect of disposition. 
Judge (1992) noted that disposition is a more general aspect ofpersonality 
which is capable ofcharacterizing most individuals. It influences individual 
perception, attitude formation, and behavior. Although there are lots ofissues remain 
unsolved in the research ofdispositions, Davis-Blake and Pfeffer (1989) realized 
that there has been a revival of empirical investigations of dispositional effects on 
individuals' attitudes and behavior in organizations. Observation, common sense, and 
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most contemporary psychologists agree that different kinds of people will exhibit 
different kinds ofbehavior in different situations (e.g. Schneider, 1983). Mowday 
and Sutton (1993 :208) commenting on the work ofPfeffer, a strong proponent of the 
situational approach, noted that "even Pfeffer's ....book proposes that individual 
attributes such as energy focus, sensitivity, and flexibility help people wield power 
effectively." Barrick and Mount (1991) suggests that the relationships between 
personality traits and criterion variables are moderated, possibly by organizational 
contextual variables. So it is highly possible that dispositions will interact with other 
nondispostional variables and account for variation in psychological orientation of 
managers. 
Although there remains unresolved issues under dispositional perspective, as 
for many other theories, we should go on with the effort to resolve the controversial 
issues by providing more empirical evidence. Li fact, the literature reviewed in 
previous paragraphs has provided empirical fmdings that support the role of 
dispositions in explaining and predicting behavior, satisfaction, adjustment, and • 
success in complex organizations (e.g. Hough et al., 1990; Pulakos & Schmitt, 1983; 
Veroff, 1969). House et al. (1996) further argued that the utility of dispositions as 
theoretical constructs should bejudged by whether or not they can be specified, 
assessed and shown to predict behavior, even if it is in a particular situation, a set of 
situations, at one point in time, or all the time as long as adequate theoretical 
explanations are provided. This is the direction that this study follows. 
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Dispositional variables related to change orientation 
Since this study focuses on factors for organizational change, relevant 
dispositional variables related to change orientation or organizational changes or 
development are to be identified. They should be theoretically supported or at least 
proposed with logical thoughts. Reviewing change literature, it is found that few 
studies directly measures the effect of dispositions on change orientation. Therefore, * 
we need to infer from some relevant ones. The study of Hambrick et al. (1993) is 
quite a representative one which explores determinants of executive commitment to 
status quo. However, he studied only the direct effect of demographic variables. 
Many other researchers proposed the study of dispositions on managerial business 
decisions which involved change but they did not go on to gain empirical support. It 
may be due to the difficulties in the measurement because of the unobservable nature 
of dispositions. The difficulties can be overcome more readily nowadays as many 
instruments have been developed to measure dispositions. 
j Hambrick and Finkelstein (1987) proposed to study tolerance of ambiguity 
i 
and locus ofcontrol. Gupta and Govindarajan (1984) proposed the study of six 
managerial characteristics on strategy and effectiveness, among which are 
dispositional variables of risk-taking and locus of control. They found that those 
managers in charge of the build strategy exhibited greater willingness to take risk and 
higher internal locus of control than were those in charge ofthe harvest strategy. 
Perry (1987) reviewed literature on psychology of entrepreneurs' specific 
characteristics and concluded that high-growth entrepreneurs appeared to have higher 
level of achievement need, independence, internal loci of control and lower risk-
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taking propensity. Bartunek and Moch (1987) remarked the need of a cognitive 
perspective to help organization development professionals become more aware that 
their participative predisposition and the practical use ofcognitive perspective. They 
stated that relatively little in the planned organizational change literature directly 
addressed this issue. Since many researchers proposed the study of dispositions, it 
implies the growing awareness of the importance of dispositions on organizational 
, behavior and development. It requires more empirical studies to test and explain for 
the effect of dispositions. 
Lewin and Stephens (1994) proposed an integrated model to study CEO 
attitudes as determinants of organization design, an activity oforganizational change 
and development. The attitudes he proposed and hypothesized were need for 
achievement, machiavellianism, locus of control, egalitarianism, trust in people, 
tolerance for ambiguity, risk propensity and level of moral reasoning. Attitudes, in 
their study, are defined as enduring psychological properties of the individuals that 
are relatively stable across time and situation. They remarked that individuals with ‘ 
intemal loci of control are likely to be proactive in redesigning their organizations 
since they strongly believe in their personal efficacy. People with low tolerance of 
ambiguity prefer to deal with minimum information from the environment, and to 
resist change . People with high tolerance for ambiguity are more likely to 
experiment, to try a variety of approaches and to seek diverse opinions. Individuals 
with high risk-propensity are willing to take risk and become restless in stable and 
certain situations. Lidividuals with low risk propensities attempt to minimize 
uncertainty and avoid high-stake problems. 
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Miller and Toulouse (1986) studied relationship between chief executive 
personality and corporate strategy and found that CEO need for achievement was 
related to broadly focused and marketing-oriented strategies. CEO with internal 
locus of control pursued more product innovation and tailored their approaches to 
circumstances facing their firais. Teoh and Foo (1997) found empirical support that 
many entrepreneurial decisions involved ambiguity in that these decisions resulted in 
actions that were innovative and original. Ray (1994) found that Singaporean 
entrepreneurs were decidedly more risk-taking than non-entrepreneurs with respect to 
business decisions. Schere (1982) found that the entrepreneurs displayed a greater 
tolerance of ambiguity than non-entrepreneurs. He also found empirical support that 
individuals with high need for achievement and internal locus of control were more 
likely to become entrepreneurs. Budner (1962) advocated that it is the ability to deal 
successfully with novelty or change which gives the potential entrepreneur. 
After reviewing relevant literature on determinants of organizational changes, . 
it is found that the four dispositional variables i.e. tolerance of ambiguity, locus of 
control, need for achievement and risk-taking are mostly proposed and studied. 
They are associated with entrepreneurial qualities that are receptive to innovativeness 
or changes or as organizational development strategies that requires changes. So in 
this research, it is intended to study the relationship between these four dispositional 
variables of managers and their psychological change orientation (i.e. receptivity to 
change). Tolerance of ambiguity, locus of control, need for achievement and risk-
taking propensity have been studied separately in different researches. This study 
will offer an integrated view for these four dispositional variables. 
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Risk-taking : 
One of the entrepreneurial qualities is risk-taking. Innovation and risk-taking 
can be considered important entrepreneurial dimensions E^Cets de Vries, 1977). 
Risk-taking propensity of people seems to relate to many variables leading to 
receptivity to change. Youthful managers will attempt the novel, the unprecedented, 
and take risks (Hambrick & Mason，1984). Gupta and Govindarajan (1984) found 
that top executives who had a higher tolerance for ambiguity exhibited a greater 
willingness to take risks. Grimm and Smith (1991) found that leaders with internal • 
locus of control tended to pursue more risky strategies than leaders with an external 
locus of control. It is useful to take out risk-taking propensity of managers as an 
individual dispositional variable to account for the effect on receptivity to change. 
Risk-taking propensity has been conceptualized most frequently as an 
individual's risk-taking tendencies (Sitkin & Pablo，1992). MacCrimmon and • 
Wehrimg's (1990) study of executive risk behavior conceptualizes risk-taking 
propensity in terms of"measures ofwillingness to take risk" and stresses consistent 
patterns of risk taking or risk aversion that influence how risks are evaluated and 
what risks are deemed to be acceptable. Mividuals have a predisposition for taking 
or avoiding specific risks (Kogan & Wallach，1964). Brockhaus (1980) 
hypothesized that the overall orientation ofthe individual toward risk would 
predispose some individuals (e.g. entrepreneurs) to undertake more risks than other 
individuals (e.g. bureaucrats). Various studies have suggested that higher level 
executives are not only able to, but are also inclined to influence others to take risks 
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(MacCrimmon & Wehrung, 1986; Shapira, 1986). It supports the assertion that this 
executives' disposition, risk-taking propensity, has impact on organizational 
change. The following hypothesis is thus formed. 
H1: Managers having higher risk-taking propensity are more receptive to change. 
Tolerance ofambiguity: 
Tolerance of ambiguity is the ability to deal effectively, without experiencing 
psychological discomfort or threat, with situations or information that are vague, 
incomplete, unstructured, uncertain or unclear pMorton, 1975; Schere, 1982). 
Tolerance of ambiguity may affect how individuals respond to uncertainty. Duncan 
(1972) emphasizes that organizational response is strongly influenced by the 
perceptual process, which, in tum, is affected by managerial characteristics such as 
tolerance for ambiguity. It is thus justified to measure tolerance of ambiguity as the 
psychological trait or disposition which underlies the ability to fulfil entrepreneurial • 
role of uncertainty bearing (Schere, 1982). Gupta and Govindarajan (1984) found 
that top executives who had a higher tolerance for ambiguity exhibited a greater 
willingness to take risks. The uncertainty created by change creates ambiguity. 
Some individuals may have a very high tolerance for ambiguity and uncertainty so 
they may perceive situations as less uncertain than those having lower tolerance for 
ambiguity (Duncan, 1972). It is thus inferred that managers who have high tolerance 
of ambiguity will be more receptive to organizational changes. The following 
hypothesis is thus formed. 
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of ambiguity will be more receptive to organizational changes. The following 
hypothesis is thus formed. 
H2: Managers having higher tolerance of ambiguity are more receptive to change 
Locus of control: 
An internal person is convinced that the outcomes ofhis behavior are the 
results ofhis own efforts, t i contrast, the external person believes that the events in 
his life are beyond his control and should be attributed to fate, luck, or destiny 
(Miller, Kets de Vries, & Toulouse，1982). Firms run by internals are likely to be 
found in heterogeneous environments, bitemals are more activity oriented and more 
likely than externals to possess entrepreneurial qualities (Brockhaus, 1975; Durand 
& Shea，1974; Miller et al., 1982). Grimm and Smith (1991) found that leaders with 
internal locus of control tended to pursue more risky strategies than leaders with an 
extemal locus of control. Miller et al. (1982) found a strong positive association • 
between the innovativeness/riskness of frnn strategy and the magnitude of the CEO's 
internal locus of control, bmovation and risk-taking can be considered important 
entrepreneurial dimensions. Litemals are more prone to innovate, and innovations 
may take firms into new and different markets. Externals are likely to be more 
conservative and to stick with their old markets (Miller et al., 1982). Litemals will 
be more receptive to change and risk-taking. Externals are more conforming and 
compliant than internals. When tasks or organizational demands require initiative 
and independence of action, the internal would be more suitable. Because internals 
believe in and seek personal control, they should exhibit less conformity than do 
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externals (Spector, 1982). It implies the more internal or the less external the locus 
of control of managers, the more receptive to change they will be. Therefore, 
H3: Managers ofhigher internal locus of control are more receptive to change. 
Need for achievementA\chievement Motivation : 
Murray (1938) firstly used the term ‘need for achievement' and 'achievement 
motivation' in his book Explorations in Personality. The two terms are used 
interchangeably since they are actually talking about the same thing. Chusmir (1989) 
defmed ‘need for achievement as competition with a standard ofexcellence'. Cassidy 
and Lynn (1989) had defmed this term as ‘the personal striving of individuals to 
attain goals within their social environment'. 
McClelland (1961) presented cross-cultural findings that the high need for 
achievement person was seen as someone who seeked novelty or new solutions to old ‘ 
problems. (McClelland & Winter，1969) stated that men with high need for 
achievement typically show more initiative in researching their environment and 
search for new ways to try out their skills. They try out a greater number of new 
activities to find how well they are suited to them. McClelland (1965) found support 
for the hypothesis that need for achievement is a fairly stable personality 
characteristic which predisposes young men to enter entrepreneurial occupations. 
* 
Based on previous research, that an individual manifesting a high need for 
achievement would attempt to engage in achievement-oriented behavior to a greater 
extent than would a low need for achievement individual (Steers, 1976). 
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McClelland (1965) found that 83% of the entrepreneurs in business had been high in 
need for achievement whereas 79% of the non entrepreneurs in business had been 
low in need for achievement. Veroff and Field (1970) argued that high need for 
achievement men are more alert to achievement-related aspects of theirjobs than are 
their low need for achievement counterparts and are more quickly bored with 
routinized work. It is thus inferred that managers having high need of achievement 
are more receptive to change. 
More recently, some Chinese scholars have paid more attention in 
achievement motivation. Yue and Yang ( 1987) developed two kinds of 
achievement motivation : the Lidividual-oriented Achievement Motivation (IOAM) 
and Social-oriented Achievement Motivation (SOAM). These two constructs are 
different not in meaning but their incentive source. Simply say, 'SOAM's goal or 
standard of achievement is mainly defmed by others in membership groups. The 
incentive value of attainment of goal or standard ofexcellence is mainly determined 
in terms of membership group's evaluation or value judgement. While 'IOAM's ‘ 
goal or standard of excellence is mainly defined by self and the incentive value of 
goal attainment or standard of excellence is mainly determined in terms of one's own 
evaluation or valuejudgement (Yue & Yang, 1987，p.235). Yue (1996) holds the 
view that Chinese people have both kinds of achievement motivation and their 
relative strength are depending on the social situations. Westerners are mostly 
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subject to the effect of individual-oriented achievement motivation. It is worth to 
note the effect of these two kinds of achievement motivation in Hong Kong, a 
Chinese dominant society and a melting cultural point between east and west. 
Therefore, the following hypothesis is formed. 
H4 : Managers having higher need for achievement, whether social-oriented or 
individual-oriented, are more receptive to change. 
Moderating effect of demographic characteristics - age and tenure 
It is to note that both dispositions and demographic characteristics are 
personal attributes which affect directly or indirectly the change orientation. 
Demographic features refer to the compositional characteristics and observable 
elements of individuals such as age, sex and tenure and they describe the 
backgrounds of the individuals. The demographic characteristics predicts the 
perspective and interpretations of individuals. The demographic approach builds on 
research that has found a link between demographic characteristics and specific 
beliefs, values and abilities (Wierssema & Bantel’ 1992). Age has found to be 
negatively related to making risky decisions (Carlson & Karlsson，1970; Vroom & 
Pahl, 1971). This shows some significant relationship between demographic 
characteristics and dispositions of an individual. 
There are two demographic variables which are consistently found to be 
related to organizational changes. Top managers' age and tenure reduced the 
likelihood of change ORajagopalan & Datta, 1996; Grimm & Smith, 1991; Wiersema 
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& Bantel，1992). Longitudinal case studies of organizational change associated with 
the appointment of a new CEO (Pettigrew, 1990). New CEO is short-tenured and 
that implies short-tenured executives will be more prone to organizational changes. 
Younger managers apparently are more flexible and willing to sustain the risk 
of change. Age has been found to be negatively related to the ability to integrate new 
information (Taylor, 1975) and to make risky decisions (Carlson & Karlsson, 1970). 
It implies that managers will make less risky decisions in association with increasing 
age. Age, on the other hand, is moderating the risk-taking propensity of individual 
managers. Similarly, low age and short organizational tenure are significantly 
associated with strategic change. Accordingly, younger managers who are shorter 
tenured are more receptive to change. Ln order to control for the effect ofoutsider 
succession which may have high correlation with short organizational tenure, and 
the high correlation between age andjob tenure, industry tenure will be used. 
Hambrick et al. (1993) found that industry tenure surmounted the effect of 
organizational tenure in shaping an executive's commitment to the status quo. It is 
worthwhile to continue his effort in studying the effect of industry tenure. 
Demographic characteristics are found to be in itself independently affect the 
change experience of individuals, but when studied together with he stable and 
predetermined nature of the dispositions, different fmdings may result. It is 
assumed that every individual will develop the four dispositional characteristics in 
our study earlier in their life cycle. When the demographic characteristics (e.g. age 
and tenure) take more effect later in their career life, and in fact tenure effect only 
happens when individual enter career life, they would be changing or moderating the 
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effect of those direct, mature and stable dispositions. This is the area to explore and 
confirm. 
MacCrimmon and Wehrung (1990) found that more mature decision makers 
(in terms of age and seniority) were consistently more risk averse than those who 
were less mature. Hambrick and Mason (1984) argued that a manager's age is an 
indicator of individual flexibility and risk-taking propensity. As people grow older, • 
they become more inflexible to change and take fewer risk. The predisposition effect 
of risk-taking can be said to be moderated by age and tenure. There is the argument 
that dispositional effects are most likely to surface in "weak" situations and are least 
likely to operate in "strong" situations (Mischel, 1968; House et al., 1996). 
Organizational transformations, structural changes, cultural changes and other 
organizational situations that are unstable, ambiguous, and confusing for individuals 
are examples of weak situations. Ln Hong Kong's present changing environment, 
weak situations are dominant. It provides a good opportunity to note the effect of 
dispositions on organizational behavior. ‘ 
Although age and tenure are often positively correlated, they are usually 
studied separately in many other studies in relation to change orientation. Ln the 
study ofWierssema and Bantel (1992)，positive relationship has been found between 
age, tenure and strategic change. However, Hambrick et al. (1993) found that 
executive age was not statistically related to commitment to status quo after 
controlling for industry and organizational tenure. It may be that industry tenure is a 
proxy for an executive's age. It is argued that age reflects more the effect of the 
physiological or personal life-cycle interpretations ofchange orientation of an 
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individual while industry tenure reflects more the effects of a deeply shared 'social 
construction of reality’ OBurrell and Morgan, 1979) in affecting the executive's open-
mindedness toward change. Li this regard, age and tenure may explain for different 
effects in research. Since it is not yet confirmed whether age and tenure are two 
similar or separate variables, it is worthwhile to explore the effects of the two 
demographic variables together as well as separately in this study. 
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The independent effects of the four dispositions in this study on receptivity to 
change have been proposed. Now when studying together with the demographic 
variables of age and industry tenure, the following hypotheses are further proposed. 
Hla : Managers having higher risk-taking propensity are more receptive to change 
and this positive relationship is weaker with increasing age or industry tenure. 
H2a : Managers ofhigher tolerance of ambiguity are more receptive to change and 
this positive relationship is weaker with increasing age or industry tenure. 
H3a : Managers ofhigher internal locus of control will be more receptive to change 
and this positive relationship is weaker with increasing age or industry tenure. 
H4a : Managers with higher need for achievement, whether social-oriented or 
individual-oriented, are more receptive to change and this positive relationship 
is weaker with increasing age or industry tenure. ‘ 
The direct effect of dispositions to receptivity to change and their moderating effect 
with demographic variables are presented more precisely in the following conceptual 
model (Refer to Figure 1) 
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Figure 1 
The conceptual model 
Tolerance of —— 
ambiguity 
Locus of control 一 
” ^ Y ^ Receptivity to change 
Need for achievement — 
Risk-takingpropensity 
� A g e 
Lndustry 
Tenure 
Change experience and receptivity to change 
Some literature provides support that managers leam from actual change 
experience, which in tum will affect their receptivity to change. The main 
contribution of case studies (Gersick, 1994; Meyer, Brooks, & Goes 1990; Yetton, 
Johnston, & Craig 1994) is the fmding that the relationship between managerial 
actions and changes in the content of strategies is not unidirectional. They found that 
managers appear to leam from ongoing changes and use this knowledge to modify or 
reinforce their subsequent actions. Stevens et al. (1978) found that a manager who 
30 
valued change positively would be more disposed to perceive a change in employers 
or organizations as an acceptable response to increased costs ofparticipation than a 
manager who disliked the idea ofchange. It is thus argued that the actual 
organizational change experience ofHong Kong managers will have effect on their 
receptivity to change. Mormation on measuring the magnitude of different 
organizational changes and the favorable level of managers towards each type of 
change were collected to test the following hypothesis. 
H5 : The more the favorable experience managers fmd for their organizational 
changes, the more they are receptive to change. 
It is worth to test such hypothesis in addition to the dispositional variables 
under study. While dispositions measure some predetermined personality traits or 
attitude, measuring attitude towards actual change experience provides additional 




Samples and procedures 
• 
Target participants of this research were managers from business firms in 
Hong Kong. The questionnaires were distributed through a snowball sampling 
method. This technique is used when a population listing is unavailable and cannot 
be compiled (Fint, 1995). There is no formal statistics in Hong Kong that shows the 
composition and size of managers in various industries in Hong Kong. A relevant 
sampling frame is difficult to obtain. Snowball sampling is a viable way to address 
some ofthese difficulties justified by limited cost and time. Since the target 
participants are all managers, they should be proficient in English and so the 
questionnaire is in English. Fifteen managers from seven randomly distributed 
industrial sectors (Refer to table 1) were identified and helped distribute the 
questionnaires with instructions given. 
Before distributing the questionnaires to the managers, the fifteen managers 
were invited for pilot testing. They were briefed on the research purpose and invited 
to fill in the questionnaires. After they had returned the questionnaires, some 
revisions were made in response to their feedback in order to improve the 
presentation and the expression of the questionnaires. The managers were given 
instructions before they made further distribution. They were advised to distribute 
randomly to executives ofboth sexes, different ages, tenures, and educational levels 
as well as in various industries, functional areas and management levels. 
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hi order to enhance the response rate, an invitation letter signed both by the 
research supervisor and the author and together with a stamped envelope were 
enclosed. Participants were further given the option to attach their business cards if 
they were interested in obtaining a summary of fmdings. Their information was 
assured to be kept strictly confidential and they could send back the questionnaires 
directly to the author. • 
The sample size of this research is 450, and 220 returned their questionnaires. 
Five of them were unusable. The effective response rate is 49%. 
The fifteen key subjects reported that they could fmd less women than men, 
much less managers from manufacturing and construction industries but a lot more 
from the service industries. They also found less managers in the functional areas of 
production and operation, research and development, computer and information 
system and a lot more managers were under 40 years of age. They could gain access ‘ 
to only a few managers at senior level. Most of the managers have obtained degrees. 
They also tried to distribute the questionnaires to managers ofless than one year's 
industry tenure to those of over 30 years. On average, 40% to 60% ofthe 
respondents receiving questionnaires from each of the fifteen key subjects completed 
and returned the questionnaires. That information could be noted because different 
and not easily observable remarks had been made to different sets ofquestionnaires. 
The profile of non-respondents, though not specifically defmed, was similar to that of 
the respondents (Refer to Table 1) 
33 
Table 1 




Male 123 57.2 % 
Female 92 42.8 % 
Education attained : 
Secondary 15 7% 
Post-secondary 40 18.6 % 
Bachelor degree 93 43.3 % 
Post-graduate degree 65 30.2 % 
Functional areas of currentjob : 
Accounting 24 11.2 % 
Finance 22 10.2 % 
Marketing 47 21.9% 
Human Resource 34 15.8 % 
Production and Operation 10 4.7 % 
Research and Development 4 1.9 % 
General Management 
/Administration 45 20.9 % 
ComputerAnformation 
System 20 9.3 % 
Lidustries : 
Manufacturing 20 9.3 % 
Wholesale, Retail, ^E 34 15.8% 
Banking, Finance or kisurance 57 26.5 % 
Construction/Architecture 7 3.3 % 
RestaurantS/^oteVCatering 
Service 12 5.6 % ‘ 
Airline/Shipping/Transportation3 6 16.7 % 
Real Estate/Business Services 32 14.9 % 
Management levels : 
Senior 14 6.5 % 
Middle 89 41.4% 
Junior 98 45.6% 
Age: Mean Mode 
(Refer detailed frequency 
count and percentage to 
Appendix A) 34 30 
Lndustry tenure: 8.8 6 
(Refer detailed frequency 
count and percentage to Appendix B) 
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The whole 5-page questionnaire is attached in Appendix C. Items 1 to 30 of 
Part I of the questionnaire measure the internal and external locus of controls while 
items 1 to 20 ofPart H measure the social and individual-oriented achievement 
motivation. Items 21 to 24 ofPart H measure the risk-taking propensity and items 25 
to 28 ofPart H measure the tolerance of ambiguity. Items 29 to 37 ofPart H are for 
measuring the receptivity to change. Part EI measures the degree of organizational 
changes and the favorable level of managers to each type of change. The fmal part of 
the survey is the basic demographic data of participants. 
Measures and instruments 
Receptivity to Change ^)ependent variable): 
The dependent variable in this research is receptivity to organizational 
changes. No established instrument can be found to capture this construct since few 
studies have discussed this variable. Therefore, the items have to be developed, t i . 
order to enhance the validity, the items were inferred from relevant literature on 
strategic or organizational changes. The following paragraphs introduce and explain 
for the sources of the literature where the items of the scale 'Receptivity to Changes' 
were inferred and developed. Altogether nine items were developed for this purpose. 
Table 2 summarizes the items. 
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Item One 
Lnnovation represents a strategic change (Cooper & Schendel，1976). 
Champions are individuals who informally emerge to influence or promote an 
innovation within organizations (Hof&nan & Hegarty，1993; Howell & Higgins， 
1990). Champions versus non-champions tend to possess different values and 
leadership styles. The following statement was formed to demonstrate the proactive 
beliefofchampions and to form one item for the scale of 'Receptivity to Change，. 
‘Managers should initiate and promote company changes in their company' 
Item two & three 
A well known premise in the literature on organizational change is that 
members will not be receptive to change unless they are dissatisfied with the current 
situation (Kimberly & Quinn，1984). Accordingly, ifpeople are satisfied with the • 
current situation, they will be less receptive to change. The following two items were 
thus developed: 
'I am satisfied with the current work situation so I do not want any change， 
‘ I prefer to work in a stable work environment' 
•^-
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Items four to six 
Executive commitment to the status quo derives both from the individual's 
preferences as well as from knowledge (Hambrick et al., 1993). One can be 
committed to the status quo, believing that the organization ought to continuejust as 
it is, because one values the current state of affairs and would incur a loss if there 
were changes (Hambrick et al., 1993). Three items were developed accordingly as 
follows : 
'I believe that my company should continuejust as it is now because it is well-
established.' 
‘Frequent changes to my organization do more harm than good.， 
'Companies should aim at stability rather than changes because it is good to 
employees.' 
Item seven 
Environmental scanning involves the acquisition of information on 
environmental trends or events which may prove critical to developing new ideas 
(Hof5nan & Hegarty，1993). Diversity in information sources and perspectives 
suggests differentiation in an organization's belief structure that in tum leads to a 
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perception of the feasibility of change and a momentum toward change (Dutton & 
Duncan, 1987). The following item was formed : 
'Managers should frequently acquire information on environmental trends for 
developing new ideas' 
Items eight & nine 
It appeared that managerial cognitions in the strategic change process 
manifest themselves primarily along two dimensions (Raiagopalan & Spreitzer， 
1996). They were 
a) perceptions of the environmentaL'organizational conditions and changes therein as 
opportunities (Dutton & Jackson, 1987). 
b) perceptions ofthe need for change and ability to change ^Dutton & Duncan， 
1987). 
Wiersema and Bantel (1992) remarked that the ability of an organization to ‘ 
anticipate and respond to opportunities or pressures for change, both internal and 
external, is one of the most important ways in which its competitiveness and viability 
are ensured. Two more items were formed accordingly as follows : 
'Continuous change is necessary to organizational development of a company' 




Items for receptivity to change 
1.1 am satisfied with the current work situation so I do not want any change . 
2.1 prefer to work in a stable work environment. 
3.1 believe that my company should continuejust as it is now because it is well-
established. 
4. Companies should aim at stability rather than changes because it is good to 
employees. 
5. Frequent changes do more harm than good to a company. 
6. Managers should frequently acquire information on environmental trends for 
developing new ideas. 
7. Managers should initiate and promote changes in their company. • 
8. Continuous change is necessary to organizational development of a company 
9. Managers should normally support both incremental and radical changes of their 
company. 
A likert scale of 1 to 5 was used where 1 indicated strongly disagree and 5 
indicated strongly agree. Items one to five of the scale 'Receptivity to Change’ 
were reversed to capture information in the same dimension. Reliability of the 9-
item scale was .7045. 
Actual organizational change and change experience : ‘ 
Organizational changes represent the real-life situations. Managers were 
asked to indicate their favorable level of each change. It was to explore ifthere was 
any relationship between the favorable perception and receptivity to change. The 
types of change developed to measure the commitment to status quo by Hambrick et 
al. (1993) were adapted. The items were identified from the common growth or 
business development strategies in their research and have been used to represent 
organizational changes of a more radical nature (e.g. acquisition or downsizing). 
Much other literature on organizational changes relates changes to four major 
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subsystems of work setting. They are organizing arrangements, social factors, 
technology and physical setting. Porras (1987) further identified the components of 
these four major subsystems in his stream organizational model. The components, 
in addition, were used to form items presenting different types of organizational 





Different types oforganizational changes 
Business growth strategies : 
acquisitions/mergers 
internal development of new business 
internal development of new products/services in existing businesses 
development of new geographic markets (including international) 
actions to increase market share in existing products/markets 
joint ventures with other firms 
Business development strategies : 
downsizing ’ 




administrative policies & procedures 
reward system 
performance appraisal system 
Change in social factors : 
organizational culture 
management style 
Change in physical setting : 
interior design/physical setting 
Change in technology: 
tools, equipment & machinery ‘ 
technical systems 
job design 
work flow & procedures 
production process/operations 
For each type of organizational change, a 5-point likert scale was used to 
measure the magnitude of change where 1 indicated low degree ofchanges and 5 
indicated a high degree of change. Managers responded by circling the scale which 
they found mostly represent the magnitude of each change in their organization in the 
past year. Simultaneously, a 5-point likert scale was used to measure the favorable 
41 
level managers found for each type of change where 1 indicated highly unfavorable 
and 5 indicated highly favorable. Managers were expected to indicate how favorable 
to them their experience of each organizational change. Ifthey reply highly 
favorable towards a type of change, it implies that they like such change to take 
place. 
Risk-taking propensity: " 
There were many attempts to develop risk measures but that no measure of 
risk propensity was free of problems (MacCrimmon & Wehnmg，1990). 
Researchers either used students as subjects or used situations that seemed unrelated 
to actual managerial risk-taking. Kogan & Wallach (1964) developed the choice 
dilemmas questionnaire (CDQ) to obtain probability preference in everyday life 
situations. On this test a subject was presented with 12 hypothetical situations. 
Each item required the respondent to choose between a safe alternative and a more 
attractive but risky one. The reliabilities were .53 for the men and .62 for the women • 
in their study. There were some other scales that were not directly measuring risk-
taking but rather for risk-aversion (Gomez-Mejia & Balkin, 1989). The risk-taking 
propensity scale in this study was based on the original research of Slovic (1972), 
which was adapted by Gupta and Govindarajan in 1984. The modified version used 
consisted of four items that measured the extent to which the participant agreed 
(using a five-point scale). The reliability (alpha coefficient) of this scale was .91. 
With this high reliability and less items, this scale was chosen for our study, A 5-
point likert scale was used where 1 indicated strongly disagree and 5 indicated 
strongly agree, and a straight average ofthe responses to the four items was used as a 
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measure ofrisk-taking propensity. The reliability (alpha coefficient) for this study 
was .7251. 
Tolerance of ambiguity (TOA): 
Norton (1975) developed a scale for measuring Ambiguity Tolerance and the 
intemal reliability was .88. It contains 50 items which is long. MacDonald (1970) 
revised the scale for ambiguity tolerance to a shortened one of20-items, using a 
dichotomous scale. Respondents have to mark true or false for each item. The 
reliability ofthis 20-item scale was .86. However, the logic of some items were 
found to be difficult to follow (e.g. ‘I would rather bet 1 to 6 on a long short than 3 to 
1 on a probable winner’ and ' I f I were a doctor, I would prefer the uncertainties ofa 
psychiatrist to the clear and defmite work of someone like a surgeon or X-ray 
specialist'). Another scale was developed by Lorsch and Morse (1974) and it 
contained 7 items. Four items of it were later adapted and used by Gupta and 
Govindarajan (1984) in their research on strategic business unit effectiveness. The 
alpha coefficient for these four items was .84 in their research. Regarding this high 
reliability and less question items as well as that the language is more direct, this 
scale is easier to use. A 5-point likert scale was used where 1 indicated strongly 
disagree and 5 indicated strongly agree, and a straight average of the responses to the 
four statements was used as a measure of tolerance for ambiguity. The reliability 
(alpha coefficient) ofthis scale for this study was .4251. 
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Locus of control (LOC): 
Many established scales have been used to measure this construct in the past. 
The organizational studies have been dominated by the use ofRotter's (1966) I-E 
scale of general locus of control. However, Spector (1988) noted that the relations 
between I-E and work-related variables have been rather modest for that scale. 
Some content themes of certain items dwell on school-related themes and are not 
global in their referents. Phares (1976) noted that this scale is a rough measure. The 
administration time for this scale was judged to be excessively long (Valencha & 
Ostrom, 1974). It contains 29 items and each item contains two statements. The 
reliability was .69 for the original scale (Schmidt, 1967). Two more previous 
established questionnaires have been reviewed : the Strategic Locus of Control scale 
developed by Hodgkinson (1992) and the Work Locus of Control Scale (WLCS) by 
Spector (1988). However, both scales are rather domain specific and do not suit our 
purpose of studying the general disposition. The WLCS is specially concerned with 
the work domain while Strategic Locus of Control is developed specifically for ‘ 
investigation locus of control beliefs in relation to issues of strategic management. 
These two scales have not been widely used before. 
This study has chosen the Locus of Control Liventory developed by Levenson 
(1972) and adapted by Pareek (1992). The Kuder Richardson reliabilities (coefficient 
alpha) were .64, .77 and .78 respectively in their study. The scale was designed to 
measure intemality and externality in the organizational context and have been used 
in many organizational studies. It measures intemality ® , extemality-others (E0) 
and externality by chance (EC). This scale is chosen because of its relevance to 
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organizational setting and it covers a broader scope (seven areas i.e. General, Success 
or Effectiveness, tifluence, Acceptability, Career, Advancement and Rewards. The 
slightly higher reliability for E 0 and EC and the close reliability of I of .64 to .69 
ofRotter 's (1966) I-E scale are two more favorable reasons for our choice. It is also 
regarded as easier to complete because it contains 30 one-statement items. A 5-point 
likert scale was used where 1 indicated strongly disagree and 5 indicated strongly 
agree. 
The 'T ' scale measures internal locus of control. The higher the 'T ' score, the 
more individuals tend to believe that they are generally responsible for what happens 
to them. The "E0" scale measures extemal locus of control on others. The higher the 
"E0" score, the more they tend to believe that powerful other people determine much 
ofwhat happens to them. The "EC" scale measure extemal locus ofcontrol by 
chance. The higher the "EC" score, the more they tend to believe that chance or fate 
plays a large role in what happens to them. Surti (1982) reported a highly 
significant coefficient of correlation (.70) between E 0 and EC and correlation values ‘ 
of .00 and .06 between I (Memal locus of control) and E 0 and between I and EC 
respectively. Similarly, in current study, the coefficient of correlation between E 0 
and EC is relatively high of .4544. It is thus suggested to aggregate the scale to 
avoid multicollinearity in subsequent regression analysis that may cause inflated 
result. The reliability alpha coefficient estimate of extemal locus ofcontrol after the 
aggregation became .8262, while that for the internal locus ofcontrol was .7002. 
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Achievement Motivation: 
Several instruments have been reviewed. When the behaviorally - based 
measure ofmanifest needs in work settings was developed by Steers and Braustein 
(1976), it was widely applied in research. However, it does not specifically 
measure the need for achievement. It also measures need for autonomy, affiliation 
and dominance which do not suit the need of our study. Another scale being 
reviewed is the measure of managerial need for achievement developed by Fineman 
(1975). It is work related but is constructed for British managerial populations. 
There are many attempts to develop scales that tend to give a quick measure of 
achievement motivation (e.g. Smith 1973; Lynn 1969). As mentioned above, more 
recently, two Chinese scholars Yue An-bang and Yang Kuo-shu (1987) developed 
two kinds ofachievement motivation : the Mividual-oriented Achievement 
Motivation (IOAM) and Social-oriented Achievement Motivation (SOAM). The 
instrument developed by them is considered the most relevant choice. 
The original version of the achievement scale developed by Yue and Yang 
(1987) contains 60 questions, 30 items for IOAM and 30 items for SOAM. Later, a 
shorter version was developed by Yang and Cheng (1987). This shorter version uses 
a four point likert scale which contains 20 items. 10 items measure the individual-
oriented achievement motivation, and the other 10 items measure the social-oriented 
achievement motivation. The reliability ofthe shorter IOAM and SOAM scale were 
reported to have .78 and .73 respectively. Li order to retain the scale consistency 
throughout the questionnaire for this study, a 5-point likert scale was used where 1 
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indicated strongly disagree and 5 indicated strongly agree. The original version of 
this scale was in Chinese. Since the current survey is in English, it required 
translation to English and back translation to see its validity. The items were first 
translated into English by a translator. Then the translated English version was 
translated back to Chinese by another translator. The first translator interpreted the 
meaning ofthe items to check whether it presented well the meaning of the original 
'• items. Several of the key subjects were also invited to interpret the meaning ofthe 
English version to check whether it was clear to them. The need for back translation 
is to attain various types ofequivalence of measures e.g. vocabulary and conceptual 
equivalence as discussed in the study of Sekaran (1983). With the help of 
professional translators, this objective is achieved for this study. The development 
ofChinese and English language takes place in different cultures. The meanings and 
usage ofthe languages may differ in different cultures. Good back translation can 
ensure that the language of the instrument is equivalent to the original language in 
which the instrument is developed. The higher the score represents the higher the 
need for achievement for both kinds of achievement motivation. The reliability alpha 
coefficients for this study were .7128 for SOAM and .7193 for IOAM. They are 
quite similar to those of the original study taken by Yue and Yang (1987). 
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Table 4 
Reliabilities ofthe scales ofindependent variables 
Variable: Alpha 
Risk-taking propensity .7251 
Tolerance of Ambiguity • -4251 
Litemal locus ofcontrol .7002 
External locus of control .8286 
Social-oriented achievement motivation .7128 
Mividual-oriented achievement motivation .7193 
Age and industry tenure : 
Tenure can refer to industry tenure, organizational tenure and functional or 
professional tenure. Li this study, tenure considers the number of years of the 
managers in the current industry, organization and function respectively. Most 
studies on change experience note the effect oforganization and industry tenure. 
Managers work in the same organization will represent the same tenure they are in 
the same industry. However, when managers work in the same industry does not 
mean that they will work in the same organizations, iidustry tenure is thus 
considered in this study. The issue is more complicated when comparing functional 
tenure and industry tenure. There would be situations that managers work longer in 
the same functional area than they work in the same industry. It would also be true 
that managers work longer in the same industry than they work in the same 
functional area. Considering that there are more studies between industry tenure and 
change orientation and that the emphasis of this study is on the length and not types 
ofworking experience, industry tenure, may be proxy for functional tenure, is simply 
chosen for this study. Absolute value were obtained for age and industry tenure. 
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They were measured by asking ‘Your age based on last birthday’ and 'How long have 
you worked in your current industry?'. 
Control Variables : 
We include some variables which, with reference to previous literature, may 
have an effect on receptivity to change. 
Functional background 
Waller, Huber and Glick (1995) supported fmdings that functional 
background does influence the categories of organizational effectiveness in which 
changes are perceived. Top management functional expertise has been found to be a 
source of influence on strategic decisions OHoffinan & Hagarty，1993). Moraiation 
on their functional background ( e.g. accounting, finance, marketing, personnel, 
production and operations, research and development, and sales) was obtained for ' 
this study. 
Educational level 
Educational level has been viewed in the management literature as an 
indicator of an individual's various cognitive orientations pRajagopalan & Datta， 
1996). Empirical research has found positive relationships between educational 
levels of senior executives and the amount of innovation and strategic change in their 
organizations (e.g. Kimberly & Evanisko, 1981; Wiersema & Bantel，1992). 
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Specifically, researchers have equated a high attained level with greater capacity for 
information processing and receptivity to innovation (Wiersema & Bantel’ 1992). 
Education was divided into four levels (i.e. secondary, post-secondary, bachelor and 
post-graduate) for this study. 
Lidustry types 
In the study ofHitt and Tyler (1991)，it was found that industry and executive 
characteristics produced statistically significant main effects on strategic decisions. 
Spender (1989) explained that industry characteristics may contribute to the 
development of managerial orientations in the form of an industry recipe. Therefore, 
the effect of industry types has to be controlled in this study. 
Level of executive 
L:eland, Hitt, Bettis and Porras (1987) found that managers at different levels ‘ 
had distinctly different perceptions of the firms strengths and weaknesses and of 
environmental uncertainty. It does imply that managers at different level may have 
different psychological orientation. The management level in this study was 
divided into three levels i.e. lower, middle and senior. 
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Statistical power 
According to Cohen (1988), he states that the medium effect size of 
regression analysis should be set at .15, and the statistical power should have about 
0.8. t i the present regression analysis, including the control variables, the analysis 
will have at most 14 variables regressed against the dependent variable. According 
to Cohen (1988)，a sample of 134 cases in a research isjustified to have the above-
mentioned effect size and statistical power, ]n this study, 215 cases should satisfy 
the minimum requirement of the statistical power. Furthermore, Brown and Tinsley 
(1983) had once stated that ‘a conservative rule-of-thumb in multivariate research is 
that the number ofsubjects should be ten times the number ofvariables.' (p.293). 
Under this logic, 215 samples can also satisfy this requirement. 
Analvsis strategy 
With response to the receptivity to change, we wanted to control for response 
biases due to different demographic background, one-way analysis ofvariance was 
performed to test the control variables of more than two levels including four 
educational levels, seven industries, eight functional areas and three management 
levels. Table 5 summarizes the results. From the results, we noticed that education 
and industries significantly influenced the participants in their receptivity to change. 
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Table 5 
one-way analysis of variance testing of demographic data 
Variable F Level of significance 
Education 8.626 .0000 
-
Management 
Level .3963 .6734 
Functional 
Areas ' .8550 .5556 
‘ Must ry 3.2044 .0051 
Hypothesis testing was done by hierarchical multiple regression analysis. 
Since education and industry types were found to be significantly different in group 
means (refer to table 5), they have to be controlled and were entered into step one of 
the regression analysis. Since they were categorical variables, they were treated as 
dummy variables. There were four educational groups and seven industry groups. 
When entering for statistical analysis, the four educational groups were further • 
grouped into two groups to become secondary and degree level groups. The seven 
industry groups were also reduced to two groups. Manufacturing and 
construction/architecture were grouped under secondary industrial sector and the rest 
of the industries was under service industrial sector. This classification was based on 
Hong Kong Monthly Statistics Digest (June, 1998), referring to the production-based 
Gross Domestic Product at factor cost by economic activity. The two industrial 
sectors were representing two different industrial environments. Each group was 
coded as 0 and 1，with 1 means presence of the feature ofthat group, while 0 means 
absence. Group 1 ofeach variable represents a reference group where it receives all 
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zeros and it is used as a base ofcomparison. The regression coefficients for the 
dummy variables represent deviations from the comparison group on the criterion 
variable (i.e. receptivity to change) for this study. 
The main independent variables were entered in step two and fmally all the 
interaction terms were entered in step three. The interaction terms were the 
multiplicative terms ofthe studied dispositional variables (i.e: risk-taking propensity, 
tolerance ofambiguity, locus of control and achievement motivation) with the 
moderators (i.e. age and industry tenure) in this study. Meanwhile the variances 
accounted for by each group of variables were noted from each step. 
The moderating effects ofage and industry tenure were studied together in the 
same model as well as separately in different models. Three hierarchical multiple 
regression analyses were worked out accordingly. The form ofinteracting effect, if 
found significant, will be studied using subgroup analyses ofhigh age and low age 
groups as well as high tenure and low tenure groups. Moderation plots will be . 
drawn to see the form ofinteracting effect. 
There are four assumptions in the regression analysis, the linearity that is an 
assumption about how well a straight line fits the data; whereas the equality of 
variance is about the spread of the residuals. For the assumption ofindependence of 
error, it is to check the correlation of the error terms. Finally, the normality 
assumption is about whether the distribution of the residual appears to be normal. 
When there are violations ofthese assumption, they will affect the analysis and the 
results. To check whether these assumptions were violated, this study used a 
\ 
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Standardized residual plot ORefer to Appendix D) to show whether there was a 
violation. The plot indicated that residues were randomly distributed, with relatively 
equal dispersion about zero and no strong tendency to be either greater or less than 
zero. Likewise, no pattem was found for large versus small values ofthe 
independent variable. The normality assumption was tested by a normal probability 
plot of standardized residuals (^efer to Appendix E). As shown in Appendix E, the 
values fall along the diagonal with no substantial departures. The residuals are 






Means, standard deviation and correlation 
- M e a n s , standard deviations, and correlations for all variables, based on the 
sample, are presented as Table 6. 
The simple correlations in Table 6 suggest, as hypothesized, that many of 
dispositional variables and the moderating variables are significantly related to the 














































































































































































































































































































Results ofhierarchical regression analysis of the dispositional variables 
on receptivity to change with interaction with age and industry tenure 
Variables Model One Model Two Model Three 
B B B 
Control variables 
Education level .36** .13 .08 
kidustry group -. 11 -.08 -.00 
(Constant) 3.35** 
tidependent variables 
Risk-taking .14** .84* 
TOA .18** -.70 
htemalLOC .16* .40 
External LOC .21** -.13 
SOAM -.22** -.09 
IOAM .20* .25 
Age -.01 -.01 
Lndustry tenure -.00 -.01 
(Constant) 1.50** 
biteraction variables 
age * risk-taking -.02 
age * TOA .03* 
age * internal LOC -.01 
age * external LOC .00 
age * SOAM .01 • 
age * IOAM -.00 
Lidustry tenure * risk-taking .00 
kidustry tenure * TOA -.03 
Lndustry tenure * internal LOC .03 
Lidustry tenure * external LOC .03* 
mdustry tenure * SOAM -.04** 
Lidustry tenure * IOAM -.01 
(Constant) 1.99 
R2 .10 .35 .45 
AdjustedR2 09 .32 .38 
R2 Change .10 .25 .10 
F Change 10.97** 8.88** 2.48** 
*p<0.05, **p<0.01 
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Table 7 reports regression results for control variables, independent variables 
and interaction variables with age and industry tenure together. When considering 
the control variables only as in Model 1，the education level was significantly and 
positively related to receptivity to change while industry group was not. When it 
was broadened to examine the dispositional variables, age and industry tenure as in 
Model 2，all control variables became insignificant. All dispositional variables were 
• significantly and positively related to receptivity to change except that SOAM was 
negatively related. Age and industry tenure became insignificant. When all the 
interaction variables were entered into analysis in Model 3, only the main effect of 
risk-taking propensity was found positively related to receptivity to change. 
Tolerance of ambiguity interacting with age, external locus of control interacting 
with industry tenure were found to be positively related to receptivity to change and 
that SOAM interacting with industry tenure was found to be negatively related to 
receptivity to change. It confirms that the higher the risk-taking of managers, the 
more they are receptive to change. It is also true that tolerance of ambiguity is 
moderated by age while locus of control and achievement motivation are moderated ‘ 
by industry tenure. 
Referring to change of variance as in Table 7，the control variables (industry 
and education) significantly accounted for the variance of lO %. When dispositional 
variables, age and industry tenure were added, the added variance significantly being 
accounted for became 25%. When all interaction variables were added, the added 
variance significantly being accounted for was 10 %，adding up to a total of 45%. 
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Table 9 
Results ofhierarchical regression analysis of the dispositional variables 
on receptivity to change with interaction with industry tenure 
Variables Model One Model Two Model Three 
B B B 
Control variables 
Education level .36** .14 .14 
Lndustry group -. 11 -.08 -.00 
(Constant) 3.35** 
Independent variables 
Risk-taking .14** .79** 
TOA .19** -.30 
ktemal LOC .16* .37 
External LOC .21** -.12 
SOAM -.22** .53 
IOAM .20** .41 
Age -.01* .09 
(Constant) 1.52** 
Literaction variables 
age * risk-taking -.02* 
age * TOA .01 
age * internal LOC -.01 
age * external LOC .01* 
age * SOAM -.02 
age * IOAM -.01 • 
(Constant) -.62 
R2 .10 .35 .41 
AdjustedR^ .09 .32 .36 
R2 Change .10 .25 .06 
F Change 10.97** 10.17** 3.02** 
*p<0.05, **p<0.01 
Table 8 reports regression results for control variables, independent variables 
and interaction variables with age. When considering the control variables, the same 
results were shown as in Table 7. When taking the dispositional variables and age 
into account as in Model 2, it was again found that all tested dispositional variables 
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were positively related to receptivity to change except that SOAM and age were 
negatively related. When all interaction variables with age were taken into analysis, 
risk-taking propensity remained a positive determinant. Risk-taking propensity 
interacting with age was also significant but negatively related to receptivity to 
change. External locus of control interacting with age was positively related to 
receptivity to change. Again, it confirms that the higher the risk-taking propensity of 
managers, the more receptivity to change they are. Meanwhile risk-taking 
propensity and locus of control are significantly moderated by age. 
Referring to significant change ofvariance in Table 8，the control variables 
(industry and education) significantly accounted for the variance of 10%. When 
dispositional variables and age were added, the added variance significantly being 
accounted for was 25 %. When all interaction terms are added, the added variance 




Results ofhierarchical regression analysis of the dispositional variables 
on receptivity to change with interaction with industry tenure 
Variables Model One Model Two Model Three 
B B B 
Control variables 
Education level .36** .13 .09 
Lidustry group -. 11 -.09 -.05 
(Constant) 3.35** 
Lidependent variables 
Risk-taking .13** .23* 
TOA .19** .18 
Mtemal LOC .15 -.01 
External LOC .23** -.03 
SOAM -.22** -.09 
IOAM .18* -.15 
Lidustry tenure -.01 -.00 
(Constant) 1.26* 
Hiteraction variables 
tidustry tenure * risk-taking -.01 
tidustry tenure * TOA -.01 
Lidustry tenure * intemal LOC .02 
Industry tenure * external LOC .03 ** 
tidustry tenure * SOAM -.04** 
tidustry tenure * IOAM -.01 
(Constant) 1.60** • 
R2 .10 .34 .40 
Adjusted R^ 09 .31 .35 
R2 Change .10 .24 .06 
F Change 10.97** 9.75** 3.01** 
*p<0.05, **p<0.01 
Table 9 reports regression results for control variables, independent variables 
and interaction variables with industry tenure. When considering the control 
variables, the same results were shown as in Table 7 and 8. When taking the 
dispositional variables and industry tenure into account as in Model 2，the 
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dispositional variables, except internal locus ofcontrol were significantly related to 
receptivity to change, and only SOAM was negatively related. Lidustry tenure was 
not related to receptivity to change. When all interaction variables with industry 
tenure were taken into analysis, risk-taking propensity remained a positively 
determinant. External locus of control interacting with industry tenure was positively 
related to receptivity to change and SOAM interacting with industry tenure was 
negatively related. Again, it confirms that the higher the risk-taking propensity of 
managers, the more receptivity to change they are. Meanwhile, locus of control and 
achievement motivation are significantly moderated by industry tenure. 
Referring to significant change of variance in Table 9，the control variables • 
(industry and education) significantly accounted for the variance of 10%. When 
dispositional variables and age were added, the added variance significantly being 
accounted for was 24%. When all interaction terms are added, the added variance 
significantly being accounted for was 6%, adding up to a total of 40% for this 
regression analysis. ‘ 
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Hypotheses testing results 
The following moderation plots (Figure 2 - 6 ) present graphically the form of 
interaction between dispositional and demographic variables. Their interaction 
effects were found to be significant in the regression analyses. 
Figure 2 
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Graphical presentation of interaction between social-oriented achievement 
motivation and industry tenure 
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2.2 2.4 2.6 2.8 3.0 3.2 3.4 3.6 3.8 4.0 4.2 Social-oriented 
achievement motivation 
Hypothesis 1 proposed that managers having higher risk-taking propensity are 
more receptive to change. The B coefficient of this dispositional variable was found 
to be significant in Table 7 (B=.84, p<.05), Table 803=.79, p<.01) and Table 9 
(B=.23, p<01). This hypothesis is supported. 
Hla proposed that managers having higher risk -taking propensity are more 
receptive to change and this positive relationship is weaker with increasing age or 
industry tenure of managers, bi model 3 ofTable 8，when risk-taking propensity 
was interacting with age, the B coefficient was -.02 (p<05). The interacting effect 
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was not significant when interacting with industry tenure. Referring to graphical 
presentation of the interacting effect in Figure 2, it was found that the receptivity to 
change across the high age group was lower than that of the low age group. Age was 
a significant moderator of the positive relationship between risk-taking propensity 
and receptivity to change. H la was supported. 
Hypothesis 2 proposed that managers having hi'gher tolerance of ambiguity 
are more receptive to change. The B coefficient was not significant for this 
dispositional variable (refer to model 3 ofTable 7, 8 and 9). This hypothesis was 
not supported. 
Hypothesis 2a proposed that managers having higher tolerance ofambiguity 
are more receptive to change and this positive relationship is weaker with increasing 
age or industry tenure of managers. Li model 3 ofTable 7，the interaction of 
tolerance of ambiguity with age was found to be significantly and positive related 
(B=.03, p<.05) to receptivity to change. Referring to graphical presentation of their . 
interaction form in Figure 3，in lower level of tolerance of ambiguity (below scale 
3.8)，the receptivity to change ofhigh age group was lower than that o f low age group 
while the opposite was true when level of tolerance of ambiguity exceeded 3.8 ofits 
scale. H2a was not supported for this inconsistent result. 
Hypothesis 3 proposed that managers having higher internal locus control are 
more receptive to change. The main effects ofboth internal and external loci of 
control were not significantly related to receptivity to change as shown in Table 7，8 
and 9. This hypothesis was not supported. 
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Hypothesis 3a proposed that that managers having higher intemal locus 
control are more receptive to change and this positive relationship will be weaker 
with increasing age or industry tenure of managers. This significant effect was 
shown on the part for the interaction term of external locus of control with age 
(B=.01, p<.05) in Table 8 and industry tenure (B = .03, p<.01) in Table 9. It was not 
significant for the dimension ofintemal locus ofcontrol. Reading the graphical 
presentation of their interacting form in Figure 4 and 5，the downward slope of the 
lines showed the negative relationship between external locus ofcontrol and 
receptivity to change, t i other words, it indicated the positive relationship between 
intemal locus ofcontrol and receptivity to change. When locus ofcontrol interacted 
with age or industry tenure, both the high age and high industry tenure groups 
showed lower receptivity to change. Age and industry tenure significantly moderated 
the positive relationship between locus of control and receptivity to change. H3a was 
supported. 
Hypothesis 4 proposed that managers with higher need of achievement, 
whether social or individual oriented, are more receptive to change. The main effects 
ofboth SOAM and IOAM did not significantly account for the variance in receptivity 
to change as shown in Table 7, 8，and 9. This hypothesis was not supported. 
H4a proposed that managers with higher need of achievement are more 
receptive to change and this positive relationship will be weaker with increasing age 
or industry tenure of managers. Social-oriented achievement motivation interacting 
with industry tenure was found to be significant as shown in Table 7 (B= -.04，p<.01) 
69 
and Table 9 (B = -.04，p<.01). Referring to the graphical presentation of their 
interaction form in Figure 6，in the low tenure group, the slightly upward slope ofthe 
line showed a positive relationship between SOAM and receptivity to change, t i the 
high tenure group, the slope of the line became downward and it indicated that tenure 
was a significant moderator of the positive relationship between need of achievement 




H1 Managers having higher risk-taking propensity are more receptive Yes 
to change. 
H1 a Managers having higher risk-taking propensity are more receptive Yes 
to change and this relationship is weaker with increasing age or 
industry tenure. 
H2 Managers with higher tolerance of ambiguity are more receptive No 
to change. 
H2a Managers with higher tolerance of ambiguity are more receptive No 
to change and this relationship is weaker with increasing age or 
industry tenure. 
H3 Managers ofhigher internal locus of control are more receptive to No . 
change. 
H3a Managers ofhigher internal locus ofcontrol are more receptive to Yes 
change and this relationship is weaker with increasing age or 
industry tenure. 
H4 Managers ofhigher need ofachievement are more receptive to No 
change. 
H4a Managers of higher need of achievement are more receptive to Yes 
change and this relationship is weaker with increasing age or 
industry tenure. 
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Actual organizational change and change experience 
The weighted scale of favorable level to each organizational change was 
calculated to measure the magnitude of favorable level of managers on each change 
type. It was worked out with the multiplication of favorable level with degree of 
change of each change and a straight average of the responses to the weighted scale 
of each favorable level and degree of change of each change category (i.e. organizing 
arrangement, social factors, physical setting, technology, business growth and 
downsizing) was used as a measure ofweighted scale for each change category. It is 
worthwhile to note that when regressing the weighted scale of degree of different 
organizational change categories, neither one of them was found to be significant 
(Refer to Table 11). It reflects that when managers fmd some organizational 
changes favorable, it does not imply that they are receptivity to changes. Some other 
factors have to be considered. Hypothesis 5 proposed that the more favorable 
experience managers find for their organizational change, the more they are receptive • 
to change. This hypothesis was not supported and there is an implication for further 
research. 
71 
Table l l 
Regression results ofweighted scale of favorable level and different change 
categories on receptivity to change 
Statistics result 
Variable groups Beta 
organizing arrangement x -.05 
favorable level (fl) 
social factors x fl .01 
technology x fl .06 
physical setting x fl -. 10 
business growth strategies 
x f l .03 
downsizing x fl .00 
R2 .01 
R2 Change .01 
F Change .34 





McClelland (1961) believed that an innovative manager who has decision-
making responsibility is an entrepreneur. Ray (1994) stated that risk is most likely to 
be seen in specific kinds ofentrepreneurial decisions such as the decision to new 
venture development while Kets de Vries (1977) ascertained that innovation and risk 
taking can be considered important entrepreneurial dimensions. It is no doubt for the 
significant relationship between a manager's risk-taking propensity and his openness 
to changes. It is further confirmed in this study that the higher the risk-taking 
propensity ofmanagers, the more receptive to change they are. Meanwhile, in 
increasing age of managers, the relationship between risk-taking propensity and 
receptivity to change weakens. MacCrimmon and Wehrung (1990) found that the 
most consistent risk averters were the most mature managers (i.e. older, longer 
seniority) and greater maturity was related to less willingness to take business risk. 
It is confirmed in this study that when managers grow older, their risk-taking 
propensity is less in its effect and they are less open to change as a result. The 
relationship between risk-taking and age suggests the attention has to be paid to 
physiological or personal changes over time in course ofl ife cycle. 
The need forjob security will be an explanation for the result. As mentioned 
in Ray (1994)，thejob security issue probably functions as a negative force 
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discouraging non-entrepreneur from launching a business whereas the self-respect 
issue probably functions to drive entrepreneurs forward in search for success. Older 
managers may perceivejob security as more important because they probably have 
established social network, status, success and self-respect. They will consider risk-
taking less necessary to build their circle of influence and status. Changes will cause 
uncertainty in their job status and they will feel insecure. It is not surprising that 
older managers will prefer less changes to therti. 
Kimberly and Quinn (1984) reviewed that a well known premise in the 
literature on organizational change is that members will not be receptive to change 
unless they are dissatisfied with the current situation. Older managers may naturally 
have the feeling of things going well and are satisfied after years of development and 
they become less prone to risk-taking and change. They, not necessarily due to the 
fear of failure, think that they need not to be as high risk-taker as when they were 
young. Their familiarity with the social or political industrial environment will be 
higher when they are older. They will be naturally less urge for change 
opportunities. Managers will take riskier actions when their own positions orjobs 
are threatened than when they are safe. Younger managers yet need to be more risk-
taking to go for success and build up their respect by others as risk-taking is valued, 
treated as essential to innovation and success. The study of March and Sharpira 
(1987) also supported this view. 
It is true that in this study that risk-taking, though a stable disposition, has 
changed in magnitude for older managers. The reasons behind are reflected by 
demographic changes and the experience and situations associated with it. The 
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fmdings ofthis study further confirm such explanations. We need to broaden our 
view when studying risk-taking behavior. Life cycle development models or 
variables should be considered at the same time with career development cycle. The 
significant effect of the interacting effect with age implies that risk choice should be 
viewed as part o fa complex, multivariate process. Attention needs to be given to the 
study ofa wide range of variables involved in risk-taking. The significant effect of 
risk-taking helps explain the psychological orientation of managers towards ' 
organizational changes, which affect their decision-making and organization 
behavior as a result. 
It is found that in this study, the interacting effect of risk-taking propensity 
with industry tenure does not significantly account for the variation ofthe receptivity 
to change. The effect ofChinese culture and industry norms may offer some 
explanations. Chinese values are group-based and Chinese rather conform to norms 
ofsocial environment. It may be due to the fact that the business and social 
environment in many industries, rather unstable now in Hong Kong, account for 
greater effect than tenure effect in the same industry. In order to align to such 
changing environment, organizations need changes. Managers are afraid to leave 
behind this competition and accept that change is necessary. It is also true that 
managers are expected to take risk in making decisions no matter how much 
experience they have obtained. Shapira (1986) interviewed managers and they felt 
that a manager who failed to take risks should not be in the business of managing 
while MacCrimmon and Wehrung (1986) found that managers were inclined to show 
greater propensity toward risk-taking when questions were framed as business 
decisions than when they were framed as personal decisions. Such industry norms 
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may be affecting the risk-taking propensity of managers rather than their seniority in 
the industry. It may be also true that the effect of life development cycle in terms of 
age is so important that rendering the effect of industry tenure insignificant. It 
further confirms our right approach in studying the effect of age and industry tenure 
separately as well. 
“ Tolerance of ambiguity : 
When comparing the high age and low age groups of their interacting effect 
with tolerance of ambiguity, age is found moderating the positive relationship 
between receptivity to change and tolerance ofambiguity at lower level of tolerance 
of ambiguity. At a higher level of tolerance of ambiguity, age becomes a positive 
moderator and high age group becomes more receptive to change. It would be that 
managers have accumulated many years of experience and they are in a better 
position to understand situations, no matter how uncertain they are, around them. 
They will be more tolerable to unstable environment and not so vubierable to • 
changing situations. They become less fearful ofchanges and thus more willing to 
accept changes. 
The inconsistent findings limit the reliability of this variable. The low power 
of the instrument to measure tolerance of ambiguity, reflected by its low reliability 
of the scale of .4251 ^Refer to Table 4)，may be another reason while the predicted 
relationship cannot be established. This is an area to be further explored. 
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Locus of control: 
It is noted that external locus of control interacting with age and industry 
tenure has significant effect on receptivity to change. In higher age and tenure 
managerial groups, they are less receptive to change. 
Older manages may'have less ability to induce change when they are fatigue 
more easily, ]n that situation, they become less able to control their ways oflife and 
the effect ofintemal locus ofcontrol becomes less. They probably value more ofthe 
current state ofaffairs and would incur a loss if there were changes. To older 
managers, security, both financial and career, may become very important. 
Senior managers have struggled for years to achieve their high positions. 
They typically are deeply established in their communities and family commitments 
(Vancil, 1987). They have more constraints, both psychologically and physically for 
changes around them. Even the industry norms that they have helped develop for so 
many years may become their constraints. Again, in the study of Hambrick et al. 
(1993)，it was found that executives in the low-discretion industries exhibited no 
connection between current performance and change orientation, ]n the high-
discretion industries, there was a strong link between performance and correctness of 
the status quo. Discretion, according to Hambrick et al. (1993), refers to fates of 
organization whether it lies outside the control ofits managers or completely within 
77 
the control ofthose managers. The turbulent business environment in Hong Kong 
has led to a low discretion environment and managers apparently see performance as 
largely tied to matters outside their control. They will then be less receptive to 
change and would like to maintain what they have attained after so many years of 
development in the industry. The negative relationship between external locus of 
control and receptivity to change supports these explanations. The older and the 
more senior managers become, the effect ofextemal locus of control becomes more 
obvious. 
Achievement - motivation: 
It is found that the social-oriented achievement moderated by industry tenure 
significantly accounts for the variation in the receptivity to change. Jn other words, 
industry tenure weakens the positive relationship between need for achievement and 
receptivity to change. 
According to Yue and Yang (1987)，the achievement goal for social-oriented 
people is group-related and family-based. They are other-oriented and not self-
oriented. Those for high individual-oriented individuals are more individual-
centred. Therefore, the variable of individual - oriented achievement motivation 
may not be suitable to study Hong Kong managers. Traditions of Chinese 
emphasize social stability and harmonious interpersonal relationship. They found that 
strong evidence suggests that industry norms exist and that executives tend to adhere 
psychologically to them. Those individuals who have participated in this ‘social 
construction ofreality' for the longest time are most convinced of its correctness and 
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would be less open to changes (Burrell & Morgan, 1979). It would also be true that 
more senior executives in the industry have taken part in the construction of this 
reality and their achievements in the industry have been established and recognized. 
They are satisfied with what they have achieved. They are less motivated to gain 
more achievement. The findings in this study clearly support such explanations. 
Also, with growing industry tenure, the effect ofnetwork and social influence 
•• becomes greater to managers. They will be less willing to initiate changes by 
themselves. While in Westem society, the effect of individual-oriented achievement 
motivation may be more dominant. The fmdings of our study reflect some difference 
in the orientation of achievement-motivation between Chinese and Westem society. 
Limitations 
There are certain limitations of this study. As discussed above, the reliability 
oftolerance ofambiguity was lower than would have desired and may have limited 
power in detecting significant relationship with receptivity to change. We need to • 
question the use ofthis tolerance of ambiguity instrument in providing a global 
measure oftolerance of ambiguity. Chinese managers in Hong Kong may require 
more cultural-based instrument. Managers may not have generalized tolerance of 
ambiguity as suggested by Ray (1994) that entrepreneurs do not have generalized 
risk-taking propensity. Thus an instrument that focus on ambiguity in everyday life 
situation, that used in this study, may not be effective when applied to ambiguity 
situation actually encountered by managers in organizational environment. 
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Since data were reported by respondents, self-report bias may have 
influenced the results. The low reliability may also be attributed to the limitations of 
the measurement scale. 
• 
This is a cross-sectional research which studies the dispositional effect at one 
time. A longitudinal one may better test the effect ofdispositions over time and 
situations which enhances their predictive validity. 
This study uses global measures for each of the four dispositions, but the 
findings indicate the need o famore complicated model, which includes more 
dimensions for each dispositional variable. The effect of external locus ofcontrol 
and social-oriented achievement motivation is more profound. It implies that the 
other two dispositions, risk-taking and tolerance of ambiguity, may be best be 
explained by more than one dimensions. This is an area to be explored. Davis-Blake 
& Pfeffer (1989) suggested that measures ofdispositions should be conceptually and 
empirically distinct from measures of the effects of dispositions. Judge (1992) also ‘ 
has urged dispositional researchers to redirect their efforts toward understanding the 
psychology of the process involved. They are actually proposing more dimensions 
for the study of each dispositional variable. Like that in Sitkin & Pablo's (1992) 
study, they proposed three risk dimensions, namely, outcome uncertainly, outcome 
expectations and outcome potential. 
The lack ofconsideration ofcontextual variables in the conceptual framework 
may also reduce the accuracy ofthe fmdings and supported explanations as 
^ contextual variables may be affecting the change orientation of managers. 
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The use of industry tenure only may limit the validity of the tenure effect 
when types of tenure also exert important effect on psychological orientation of 
managers. Functional tenure may be contaminating the effect pf industry tenure in 
this regard, resulting in inconsistent fmdings between dimensions of intemal locus of 
control and external locus of control as well as between SOAM and IOAM. 
hnplications and future research 
Owing to the many possibilities of the cultural specificity of dispositions, 
research can be extended to the consideration of cultural specificity of each nation. 
There is evidence to support the contention that risk-taking propensity does vary 
across national cultures (Cummings, Hamett, and Stevens 1971; Hopkins, Peterson, 
& Seo，1977; Ray, 1994). Attitudes toward risk are usually pictured as stable 
properties of individuals，perhaps related to aspects of personality development and 
culture (Douglas & Wildavsky，1982; March & Shapira，1987). Cox (1994) stated 
that there is some evidence that members of different culture groups differ in locus of 
control orientation. 
Similarly, the effect of organizational culture can be explored because some 
organizations are found to have strong cultures. It may further add to the dimensions 
of dispositions. Organizational tendencies to prefer certainty versus uncertainty and 
risk avoidance versus risk seeking may be defmed as an organization's cultural risk 
values (Douglas & Wildavsky, 1982). Some researchers found that two of the most 
81 
powerful sources ofsocial influence are the organization's culture and its leaders 
(e.g. Martin, Sitkin & Boehm，1985; Schein, 1992; Sitkin & Pablo，1992). 
The significant effect ofindustry tenure in the psychological orientation is 
further confirmed by this empirical study. It is true that not only organizational 
factors and individual factors, but social factors, should be taken in consideration 
for studying the effect of dispositions. Risk-taking also fits into social definitions of 
managerial roles. Managers are expected to make things happen and to take more 
risks. Managerial ideology pictures managers as making changes thus leading to a 
tendency for managers to be biased in the direction of making organizational 
changes, and for others to be biased in expecting them to do so (March，1981). 
Therefore, when considering this social factor on change orientation, it confirms the 
fallacies ofexpectations on managers in initiating organizational changes. Some 
other explanations, as explored in this research, should be more powerful in 
explaining organizational change behavior. 
Hitt and Tyler (1991) argued that the interactions between situation and 
demographic variables should be examined to increase the understanding ofthe 
effects ofdemographic characteristics oftop managers on decision process. 
Kahneman and Tversky (1979) and Laughum, Payne and Crum (1980) suggested 
that poor performance leads executives to take higher risks. Although the main 
effect ofindividual dispositions on attitudes and behavior is becoming more firmly 
established and further confirmed in this study, behavior geneticists note the 
important role ofenvironment as well as the interaction ofheredity and environment. 
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Similarly, the relationship with contextual factors is an area not to be 
neglected. Mintzberg (1979) found that organization structure affected innovation. 
Both simple structure and adhocracy were found to facilitate innovation. Miller and 
Droge (1986) found that CEO's need for achievement were found to have strong 
relationship to organizational structural constructs and supported the notion that 
personality influences structure. The relationship between contextual factors and 
personal factors is not unidirectional. Researches have indicated that there is a close 
relationship between organizational context and leadership. Hambrick et al. (1993) 
noted that a given manager may change his or her commitment to the status quo, 
depending on industry, organizational or personal factors. The same conception will 
apply to receptivity to change in this study. The kind of and how the relationship 
exists between organizations and persons requires further studies. However, it can be 
ascertained that there is some kind ofinteraction effect between organizational 
contextual factors and personal factors from the contradictory fmdings of 
organization size, age and structure in previous studies. , 
Thejuxtaposition ofdifferent theoretical perspectives, like the dispositional 
and demographic ones in this study, implies that future empirical research should 
look for a comprehensive analysis of the effect of dispositions. Future studies should 
integrate more theoretical dimensions when studying dispositional effect. 
This research model can further be extended to test how the receptivity to 
change ofmanagers affects the decision making behavior on organizational changes. 
It is also found that when managers find some changes favorable does not imply that 
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they are receptive to such kind ofchange. Therefore, researchers can go on to fmd 
out the kinds of perception of organizational changes that affect the receptivity to 
change of managers. 
Conclusion 
• This research further sheds lights on the importance of the effect of 
dispositions on psychological orientation of managers, which will have significant 
effect on organizational changes. It enriches the literature on organizational 
behavior. 
Previous researches mainly focus on the use of observable executive 
characteristics in studies of upper echelons theory. Davis-Blake & Pfeffer (1989) 
stated that there was a relatively long period when research on the main effects of 
individual dispositions was virtually neglected. It is a good attempt to study this 
neglected area and have some stimulating findings for further research. ‘ 
The establishment of the interacting effect of demographic factors on 
dispositional factors bridges the two theories and provides more empirical 
explanations to inconsistent findings in the past. There are much room to study the 
two theories together in future. 
In a practical sense, the findings of this study offer more insights into 
management practice in managerial self-development, human resources planning and 
organizational change and development. l£ individuals understand more of their 
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dispositional effect, they may choose career that suit more of their needs. They will 
know whether they are suitable to be an entrepreneur. Performance andjob 
satisfaction will then be enhanced if their career meet their dispositional traits. 
For human resource practitioners, they would widen their view on making 
decisions on recruitment and selection, promotion and succession planning. When 
demographic characteristics of executives reveal some differences in managerial 
orientation and behavior, dispositional traits are some underlying causes not to be 
ignored. When considering some managers to take part in radical organizational 
change initiatives, young age, short industry tenured and high risk-taker may be the 
best choice. Meanwhile, they should consider earlier on-the-job personality 
development ofexecutives because the stability of dispositions will be affected by 
demographic changes. 
For training and development specialists, they can design courses to meet the 
development needs of individuals with different dispositional traits. Since global ‘ 
traits can be developed through social learning, they can create learning environment 
to facilitate the development of more appropriate dispositional traits for the 
organizations. 
For corporations, the significant effects of dispositional traits and 
demographic characteristics of executives found in this study provide directions for ‘ 
overcoming the inertia of change. It is of particular importance when organizational 
change and development have to take place successfully. 
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Frequency table of industry tenure 
n=214 
Industry tenure: N 
•50 2 .9 
1.00 10 4.7 
1.50 2 .9 
2.00 6 2.8 
2.50 8 3.7 
3.00 12 5.6 
3.50 5 2.3 
4.00 15 7.0 
4.50 1 .5 
5.00 13 6.0 
5.50 1 .5 
6.00 26 12.1 
6.50 2 .9 
7.00 10 4.7 
7.50 1 .5 
8.00 12 5.6 
8.50 1 .5 
9.00 11 5.1 
9.50 1 .5 
10.00 12 5.6 
10.50 1 .5 
11.00 5 2.3 
12.00 10 4.7 
13.00 5 2.3 
13.50 1 .5 
14.00 1 .5 
15.00 5 2.3 
16.00 6 2.8 
17.00 4 1.9 
18.00 5 2.3 • 
18.50 1 .5 
19.00 5 2.3 
20.00 • 3 1.4 
21.00 1 .5 
22.00 1 .5 
23.00 4 1.9 
24.00 1 .5 
25.00 1 .5 
28.00 1 .5 
33.00 1 .5 
36.00 1 ^ 
Total 214 100% 
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Appendix C 
STUDY OF HONG KONG ORGANKATION DEVELOPMENT 
PartI 
The following 30 statements represent employees' attitudes toward their work in an organization. 
Read each statement carefully; then indicate the extent to which you agree with it by circling a number 
in the given scale. If the responses do not adequately indicate your own opinion, use the number 
closest to the way you feel. Use the following scale : 
OJ 
s ^ ^ 
5 I S5« |> 益 .22 0 S p < 00 
^ I « I < 
• I I 1 5 1 I 
2 i I I i e 
00 ori Z Z V3 c/5 
1. I determine what matters to me in the organization. 1 2 3 4 5 
2. The course ofmy career depends on me. 1 2 3 4 5 
3. My success or failure depends on the amount of effort I exert. 1 2 3 4 5 
4. The people who are important control matters in this 1 2 3 4 5 
organization. 
5. My career depends on my seniors. 1 2 3 4 5 
6. My effectiveness in this organization is determined by senior 1 2 3 4 5 
people. 
7. The organization a personjoins or thejob he or she takes is an 1 2 3 4 5 
accidental occurrence. 
8. A person's career is a matter of chance. 1 2 3 4 5 
9. A person's success depends on the breaks or chances he or she 1 2 3 4 5 
receives. 
10. Successful completion of my assignments is due to my detailed 1 2 3 4 5 
planning and hard woric. 
11. Being liked by seniors or making good impressions on them 1 2 3 4 5 
influences promotion decisions. 
12. Receiving rewards in the organization is a matter of luck. 1 2 3 4 5 
13. The success of my plans is a matter of luck. 1 2 3 4 5 
14. Receiving a promotion depends on being in the right place at 1 2 3 4 5 
the right time. 
16. My success depends on my competence and hard work. 1 2 3 4 5 
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17. How much I am liked in the organization depends on my 1 2 3 4 5 
seniors. 
• 
18. Getting people m this organization to listen to me is a matter of 1 2 3 4 5 
luck. 
19. I fmy seniors do not like me, I will not succeed in this 1 2 3 4 5 
organization. 
20. The way I work determines whether or not I receive rewards. 1 2 3 4 5 
21. My success or failure m this organization is a matter of luck. 1 2 3 4 5 
22. My success or failure depends on those who work with me. 1 2 3 4 5 
23. Any promotion I receive in this organization will be due to my 1 2 3 4 5 
ability and effort 
24. Most things in this organization are beyond the control ofthe 1 2 3 4 5 
people who work here. 
25. The quality ofmy work influences decisions on my suggestions 1 2 3 4 5 
in this organization. 
26. The reason I am acceptable to others in my organization is a 1 2 3 4 5 
matter ofluck. 
27. I determine what happens to me in the organization. 1 2 3 ' " 4 5 
28. The degree to which I am acceptable to others in this 1 2 3 4 5 
organization depends on my behavior with them. • 
29. My ideas are accepted i f I make them fit with the desires ofmy 1 2 3 4 5 
seniors. 
30. Pressure groups in this organization are more powerful than 1 2 3 4 5 




The following 37 statements are about your belief or actions taken in life. Some ofthem may agree to your 
beliefor actions taken and some of them not. Please assess the content ofeach statement and circle out the 
number which most represents your view. 
u « a 
u ob u 
I I g„ a ^ 
.2 Q a u < Sb 
^ I ^ 1 J < -
1 t | 5 1 t 
S 1 | 5 1 I 
</3 00 Z Z in 00 
1. In my past school life, I always put extra effort to meet the 1 2 3 4 5 
expectations of my parents. 
2. I often stay late at night in order to complete the work I 1 2 3 4 5 
favour. 
3. Before doing something, I always hope that others can tell me 1 2 3 4 5 
the detailed steps. 
4. I will feel a sense ofachievement when I have satisfactorily 1 2 3 4 5 
completed ajob, even nobody else know it. 
5. When working, I expect myself to follow the standard of 1 2 3 4 5 
classmates or friends. 
6. I always do something only to show others that I am useful. 1 2 3 4 5 
7. I will try my best to do things I find deserving, no matter how 1 2 3 4 5 
difficult it is. 
8. Li order to let others believe that I am highly capable, I will 1 2 3 4 5 
put the greatest effort to do well in everyjob. 
9. I like to use my own standard to assess how I perform in every 1 2 3 4 5 
job. . 
10. I want to obtain things which are considered valuable by the 1 2 3 4 5 
general public in the society. 
11. My pursuit ofhigher academic qualification is not for winning 1 2 3 4 5 
honor and distinction for my family but for my own interest in 
knowledge. 
12. My major life goal is to complete things that my parents feel 1 2 3 4 5 
proud of. 




u Q0 u 
M a !i o 
« -2 « u & u 
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^ f «s ^ ^ 
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14. I mostly adore those people ofhigh social status. 1 2 3 4 5 
15. No matter what other people think, I will do everything I think 1 2 3 4 5 
deserving. 
16. I feel that the value of my life goal should be decided on my 1 2 3 4 5 
own. 
17. I prefer others to assess my work performance more. 1 2 3 4 5 
18. I normally choose the things I like to do on my own wish. 1 2 3 4 5 
19. I f I were not able to outperform others, I will be really sorry 1 2 3 4 5 
for my ancestors. 
20. I always think whether my performance has met my 1 2 3 4 5 
expectations or standard. 
21. I am not willing to take risks when choosing a job or a 1 2 3 4 5 
company to work for. 
22. I prefer to a low risky^igh securityjob with a steady salary 1 2 3 4 5 
over a job that offers high risks and high rewards. 
23. I prefer to remain on ajob that has problems that I know about 1 2 3 4 5 
rather than take the risks of working at a newjob that has 
unknown problems, even if the newjob offers greater rewards. 
24. I view risk on a job as a situation to be avoided at all costs. 1 2 3 4 5 
25. The most interesting Ufe is to Uve under rapidly changing 1 2 3 4 5 
conditions. 
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26. Adventurous and exploratory people go farther in this world 1 2 3 4 5 
than do systematic and orderly people. 
27. When planning a vacation, a person should have a schedule to 1 2 3 4 5 
follow ifhe 's really going to enjoy himself. 
28. Doing the same thing in the same places for a long period of 1 2 3 4 5 
time makes for a happy Ufe. .. 
29. I am satisfied with the current work situation so I do not want 1 2 3 4 5 
any change. 
30. I prefer to work in a stable work environment. 1 2 3 4 5 
31. I believe that my company should continuejust as it is now 1 2 3 4 5 
because it is well-established. 
32. Companies should aim at stability rather than changes because 1 2 3 4 5 
it is good to employees. 
33. Frequent changes do more harm than good to a company. 1 2 3 4 5 
34. Managers should frequently acquire information on 1 2 3 4 5 
environmental trends for developing new ideas. 
35. Managers should initiate and promote changes in their 1 2 3 4 5 
company. 
36. Continuous change is necessary to organizational development 1 2 3 4 5 
of a company. . 
37. Managers should normaUy support both incremental and 1 2 3 4 5 
radical changes of their company. 
103 
Partra 
The following are the changes that usually take place in an organization. Please indicate (1) its magnitude 
(degrees) of changes in your organization in the past year; (2) how favorable the impact of changes has 
been to vou vourselfbv circUng the number of the given scale . 
Degree of Changes Kind of changes How favorable 
S S jy 
皆 S ^ 2 . :i 
y Q 2 a ^ ？ 1 « s2 i> 
势 i t 身 § ^ | i i I 
Q J X Q .i2 二 g S c2 o 
I I I I :¾ D I ^<l J c2 
J g g g X ^ 5 S^ ？ >s 
^ 層•§ i ^ 1 i | 1 i 1 
：^ C^  s ^ ^ S C^  ^ 2 c^  = • 
1 2 3 4 5 company goals 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 company strategies 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 organizational structure 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 administrative policies & procedures 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 organizational culture 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 management style 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 tools, equipment & machinery 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 technical systems 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 interior design/physical setting 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 reward system 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 performance appraisal system 1 2 3 4 5 ‘ 
1 2 3 4 5 job design 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 work flow & procedures 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 production process/operations 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 acquisitions/mergers 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 internal development of new business 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 internal development of new 1 2 3 4 5 
products/services in existing businesses 
1 2 3 4 5 development ofnew geographic 1 2 3 4 5 
markets (including international) 
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Degree ofChanges Kind of changes How favorable 
I I i> I « s 
a Q Q « •§ > 1 « g ij 
a j 运 & s 专 i i g ^ ？? 3 .2r i> > C g 55 cQ w ^ ° X Q <2 二 § o c2 o 
I I I I s I I li I I 
I I 1 I I I I II I t 
1 2 3 4 5 actions to increase market share in 1 2 3 4 5 
existing products/markets 
1 2 3 4 5 joint ventures with other firms 1 2 3 4 5 
• 1 2 3 4 5 Downsizing 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 Other changes 1 2 3 4 5 
OPlease specify): 
PartW 
A little bit about yourself: 
1. I am male • female 匚 
2. Your age (based on last birthday) . 
3. Highest education attained : 
secondary school; post-secondary; 
bachelor degree; post-graduate degree 
4. Please indicate (a) the number of years you have worked in each of the following functional areas in 
the blanks on the right and (b) put a ' / ' against the appropriate box on the left to indicate your present 
functional area. 
^ 
� A c c o u n t i n g ； 
� F i n a n c e ； 
口 Marketing and sales ； 
� H u m a n resource ； 
� P r o d u c t i o n and operations ； 
Zl Research and development ； 
105 
D General Management /Administration ； 
] C o m p u t e r / biformation System ； 
] O t h e r s (Please specify): . 
5. How long have you been employed by your present company? 
6. Please indicate (a) the number of years you have worked in each of the following industries in the 
blanks on the right and O?) put a ‘广 against the appropriate box on the left to indicate the nature of 
your present industry: 
_l Manufacturing ； 
Zl Wholesale, Retail or taiport /'Export Trades ； 
� B a n k i n g，F i n a n c e , or L:isurance i 
_J Construction /Architecture _； 
] R e s t a u r a n t s , Hotels or Catering Services ； 
n Airline/Shippingn'ransportation ； 
Zl Real Estate or Business Services ； 
� O t h e r s (Please specify): • 
7. How long have you been working in your current industry? • 
8. Please indicate the total number of management levels in your company (excluding those operatives 
i.e. non-supervisory and non-managerial levels): • 
9. At what level from the top is your present management level (regarding level 1 the highest) ？ 
10. Number of staff in your company (Those in Hong Kong only): . 
This is the end of this survey. Thank you very much for your time. Your effort here has helped 
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